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September 14, 1973

@

Mr. Guy Emanuele

New Haven Unified School District

33480 Western Avenue >
Union City, California 94587

Dear Mr, Emanuele:

During the past two years your district has participatad in a research project
with the UCLA-CSULA Special Education Research Program, the project having.to
do with programs for EH and EMR pupils., As part of that project UCLA- research
staff interviewed Special Education administrators and teachers from 24 school
districts, and summarized characteristics of 1364 pupils, A comprehensive
report of the first phase of the project was sent to you in Fall 1972. A sec-
ond phase of the project involved interviews with 58 sciocl psychologists in
ten school districts, Findings from, tha schocl psychologists' interviews wiil
be mailed to you in October. Results of the studies have been made available
to members of the California Legislature, the State Special Educalion Cémmis-
sion, the State Department of Education, and to schenl Jistricts  throughpyut

the State., Findings have also received considerable attention o a national
level‘-through the United States Office of Education, and have besn presanted

to professional groups and in professional publications, We f=2l tle wwsults
well worth the efforts involved in the research.

We are now beginning the final phase of this project involving ten California
school districts. I am writing to ask you to participate once again. The pro-
posed project is really a direct outceme of our-earlier work, and is a study
with major implications for Special Education prograrms on both State and National
levels. g A

Tt seems clear that the direction of educational programming for EH and EMR
pupils, and perhaps for pupils in other categories of.excaepticnality, is place-
_ment _in regular education settings. - The "mainstreaming'.emphasis.recelves. - ...
legdl and social, as well as educational, support. The California trarsition
proé&ams for decertified EMR pupils are examples of integratiocn efforts, and
while the intent and spirit of the efforts were obvicus, the most appropriate,
effective, and efficient means of accomplishment are not clz2ar. Further, effec-
tiveness of programs for decertified children has not been demonstrated; in-
service needs for teachers, school psychologists, and principals have not been
identified, nor have appropriate training programs been daveloped; possible
changes in placement criteria_and procedures have not been examined in dapth.,
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In short,?ébile it- is clear that the direction of Spezizl Zdu-alion i3 owerd
integration within regular education, many of t2e protlexs araccistsd with this
_qo@é have not been identified nor studied. We intefd o meke *his a m= jor focus
of our research. = =\ - -

S "“_h‘ - -
The project-will be conducted through the USLA-CSULA special E2ucatior Research
Program in cooperation with the research eiforts cf J. E. Meyers of 'niversicy
of Southern California and D. L. MacMillan of University of Califcrriz, River-

- gide. Professors Meyers and MacMiilan afe co=investigators of & study of tram-
sition pupils funded by the U.3. 0£fice of Education., The UCLA prejact, uader o
my direction, is funded through contract with the-st2te Departmewnt or Education,
under SB 1099. Through the cooperative efforts of both sats of resgaarchara, it
is possible to maximize.our data and mimimize demands on districis.

In essence there are three phases of research, 2il tc be cenductad during i e
1973-74 school year. Phase I, to be completed in Fall 1573, ccusists of inter- -
views with district administrators and Special Educaticn or rrensition program
directors; it involves also the development of rosters of pupils eligi™la for
decertification or placement over the last several years. This restar, to be
compiled through archival search of records will be &h2 hasis Scr selessivm of
a subsample of decertified pupils for the seccnd part oif rhe study., Fuzrs II,
to be conducted in Winter 1974, is éssentially an effcrli To gal curremt sta’us
of decertified EMR pupils. It involves followup cf a su®szmpla cf pupils iden-
tified, coding of district data as to aghievement and the iike, and a mor: conplete
~determination of current educational status. The last is the oaly p2rt oI *ha
study which requires direct contact with pupils, 2ui this will ba iimIi:l &~ ona
session in a small group, total time per pupil to ba no moye trau &3 wimwtas,
Pupils will be given parts of an achievemen® test on 2n objective msssur: cf
perceptions of schooling, both standardized nonpsy:lhenetric ari nonpers nality
instruments. Comparison sets of pupils, chosean t% rAa%-h sample puplls ¢ 2eX,
" age, school, and the like, will be given the same maasures, All daze will be
coded numerically so that no pupil names nor indiviivally identifying infcrma-
tion will be taken from any district. All pupil. information will, cf wcourse,
be available to the appropriate designated district offiver. Phascs III, =v be
conducted during the Spring and Summer 1974, will include any final fsllovup
data collection; and “the analyses and writing up of the firdiangs.

We view the combined efforts of the researéh team as marimizing the resaizch
product in that we will provide the first comprehensive .Jata on the status of
degertified pupils, will deal with questions of teacher and emcillary s@asf
concerns and- needs for in-service training, and will be concerned with cvarail
aspeets of the integration of Specfal Educaticn pupile into regnlar educational
programs. The project is viewaed as high priority by the California State Depart- .-
ment of Education and the topic has been the subject cf crnsiderable interest on
o the part of members of the Legislature. The State Commission of Special Elucztion

N
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has reviewed and endorsed the importance of sfudy’of tfansitioh ard in=cervice oo

{3 needs. In terms of national importance, it is likely *hat the current transition
programs in California, and the implementation of programs of imtegratlon im
‘California may become models for districts throughcut =he Tnited 3:ates, thus
providing impact on a national level. -

We will, of course, provide you and your_distriﬁf with compleie firdings from
§ the project. We hope we might have opportunity to meet with your taacherc,
school psychologists, and administrators to review findings and discuss impli- °
_ cations for the distrifct. All costs for the prcject will be cartied through '
. " research contracts with State or USOE. All rasearch perscnrel 2z23' of course,
provided by the project, so that minimal time of distric: peopie iz reeiad, i

T know this is an especially busy time of year for you, so I w1l wait until "
the first week in October to contact you by telephona to discuss dets

P the project. I sincerely hope you will be interested in continued par

tion with us. We look forward to working with ycu again. N R

L. -

Cordially, | - >
8

_Barbara K. Keogh, Ph.D. ;
Associate Professor

Director, Special Education
. Xesearch Program . .

=

BKK:cdb

cc: C. E. Meyers
D. L. MacMillan
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May 15, 1974 . ' WPH 403
i - . ‘ University of Southern California
o . .Los.Angeles, California 90007 °
Q ' - (213) 746-2041
A
Dear

The U,S., Office of Education has funded a study of the education of certain.
slower-learning children, carried out by a consortium of universities and your

. district. We have approval from the Office of the Deputy Superintendent to request
teacher information about the achievement and adjustment of the selected students,

We realize that we are asking information at a very difficult time of ghe year.
HoweVer, your comment$ are extremely valuable in providing necded information’
on children who are atténding or have attended your classroom during this
academic year. The U.S.0.E, has authorized payment of $3.00 for each questiornaire.
returned to us. We know that this stipend cannot adequately reimburse you for
yout time, effort and information; we hope though that the payment will help
' defray some of your expenses. The enclosed material includes a blank on which to
put the address to which we will mail your check (normally within a couple days
of receipt of your completed questionnaire). We will detach the blank so that
your name is not identified with the responses. Also, please respond to this
questionnaire only outside school hours to avoid conflicts with your time
redpongibilities to the school district.” ‘
Previously We‘have‘§ecuxed parent permission to ask you these questions, A
student's name is given. within the questionnaire, together with our code for
him. Nevertheless, to maintain confidentiality, please erase or mark over Lis
name so that nothing goes in the mail with his name on it.” Within the question-
* naire, we use his first initial in certain questions. »

‘Thank you for your help. If you have questions or commants, or care to give us
more "in depth" information by phone or letter, please contact us either way.

Sincerely,
f E e sl Wyw, , : - .
C. Edward Meyers _ N

Principal Investigator

APPROVED: Robert W, Lamson, Assistant Superintendent, Educational Support Services,
Los Angeles Unified School District. :

7
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April 20, 1974 : . . ' usc Office .
o ‘ University of Southern California °
) Los Angeles, California 90007
(213) 746-2041 ©
ol
- Dear

The U.S. Office of Education has funded a study of othe education of certain slower-
learning childfen, carried out by a consortium of universities and your district.
We have full district approval for all phases of this study, including this request
for teacher information about the achievement and adjustment of the selected
students, ) ‘ , ‘ ‘
The'U.S,O.E; has aughorized a payment of $3.00 for each teacher ﬁarticipant.‘
The enclosed material includes a bjlank on which to put thé address to which we
will mail your check (normally within a couple days of receipt of your completed
questionnaire). "We will detach the blank so that your name is, not identified
with your responses. { A ) '
Two student names are given within the questionnaire, together with our code for
them. Please erase and mark over the names so that nothing goes in the mail with
their names on it., Within the questionnaire we use the first initial of each
student in certain questions. }- *
Thank you for your help. If you have questions or comments, or care to give us”
~"moré "in depth" information by phone or letter, ple&ﬁe contact us either way.

Sincerely,

Roland K. Yoshida
~ Project Coordinator

" RKY:pdw

Enclosures »
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‘which case a€sign a "1."

To: Cum Record Searcher
From: R. Shea and J. Ponce de Leon

Re.: Changes in cum record data form

e

< The following describes the rules for ccding grade
information (both subject and citizenship) onto the cum recvzd
data form; the table below illustrates a few of the gradxng
systems. encountered to date.

iy,

S U MIII. v
Codé’valﬁe . S'Gzade ; Grade | 3 éxade 2 Grade
£or Cufocgu.u Levels | Levels Levels Levels )
i . F . u n
2 _ D 1 8 ¢ N ‘U N
3+ C S S -5 _S S P -
. 4 B E O E  Ov :
5 : ’ A h
,6 |
.
»IUﬂ= Unéatis#actér&v. f 05'

- - i A o

\ ' .
I,N = needs ‘to improve or some variant *

3

S = satisfactory
P =|Pass S ‘ ‘- ‘ s
E = Excellent o .
0 = Cutstanding - .
: \
For -"U", ."N" or equivalent in columns III & 1V, assign a

"2" unless definite information exists indicating failure, ip
For columns II & III "E" or "O" or the

equivalent can be coded as a "4" or "5"; Code "E" or "o' as "5"«}“

if your scan of the cum records indicates "E" or "O" occurs -

.16 o

1 . v




infrequently, otherwise code as "4." Code as "6? evaluations which

fail to fit a grading system.

R

£y

As a result of time constraints the following can serve

as guidelines for shortenlng the time required to fill in a cum ‘ ¢

record: .

v o ;
. .

. Delete page 3-(seé~attéched)

. .If a category/ies, such as attendance, requires
searching additional sources or requires lengthy
reconstruction obtaln only the current (i.e.; ‘last
school year 73-74) dataa

@

If other problems arise regarding cum record search
please contact R. Shea or J. Ponce de Leon at USC.

\
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' ' , ' 10/74-tky
CODING SYSTEM FOR TEACHER COMMENTS* B-4

[

" (A) MENTAL ABILITY - ' R

Highr-Average Mental Ability~--learns. easily, above average ability,
average ability .
Low Mental Ability--slow learner, retarded, limited ability, immature
intellectually, should be placed in special education class, promoted
only because of age, poor memory, poor retention
Improving--seems to. show intellectual improvement, learning rate increasing.
has ‘potential to learn : ' v
- Combination of 1 & 3 :
5. Combination of 2 & 3 L

~ .
“

¢

GENERAL ACADEMIC COMPETENCE (Emphasis on Academic Qutput)

“High-Average Academic Competence--does good work (output), general
statement of above or at grade level work

Low Academic Competence-~has trouble in academic skills, below grade
- average in all academic areas, etc. ‘

Improving--statement that child is improving generally in academic subjects,
shows academic progress in all areds

Combination of 1 & 3

Combination of 2 & ?- :

Child shows.regression in academic. competence. .. ... ..}

ACADEMIC COMPETENCE (Math)

~ High-Average Math Competence--good at math, -above grade tevel in wuth,
normal understanding at grade level in math, adequate math ability
Low Math Competence--poor at math, -needs to improve at math, beluw grade
level in math ' L
Improving--improving in math competence, statement that child is improving
in math, shows progress in math, etc, . :
. Combination of 1 & 3 : '
Combination of 2 & 3
Child shows regression in math ability

-

(D) ACADEMIC COMPETENCE (Reading) .
5

High-Average Reading Competence--good at reading, above grade level in-

reading, normal understanding at grade level in reading, adequate reading

ability . ‘ : )

Low Reading Competence-~poor reader, needs to improve reading, beloWw

grade level in reading : ' ) _

Improving-~improving .in reading uompgt;g:nce,' statement that chtd is,

“improving in reading, shows progress in reading, etc. ‘ )

Combingtion of 1 & 3 : ’ -

Combination of 2 & 3 - e L '

Child shows regression in reading ability .

* Examples listed illustrate but not limit information content concerning the
categories. ’ ’ : i

\ 3; L.




(E)

(F)

—— (I) CHRONIC ABSENTEEISM ~

1. Medical ’ - f ,
2. Non-Medical *
© 3, Reasoh not recorded

t “ v 3 . 2

COMPETENCE. IN ENGLISH (Language Usage)

High-Average Competence--uses language well, extensive vocabulafy,
effective communication skills, uses language functionally for grade

level placement v .

Low Competence~-uses language with difficulty, cannot speak well, does
: not understand English, small vocabulary e R
3.

Improving--improving in language skills, oral expression, communication
- »

4, Combination of 1 & 3

5. Combination of 2 & 3 "

(CLASS WORK HABITS (Academic) . )

1. 'Positive-zfinishea work, tries hard, industriqus, likes to work, good

work habits, follows direction, good-self-discipline, responsible,
works independently :

2. Negative--not finish work, ‘poor work habigs, short attention span, -

" inattentive, lacks self-discipline, not settle down, hyperactive,.needs

supervision, requires attention (rewards or personal contact) -
CLASS ADJUSTMENT. AFFECTIVE (Discipline)

Positive-~happy or good mood, enjoys school, courteous, sweef, good
social adjustment (class), shows interest -
Negative--sullen, angry, hostile, withdrawn, shy; depressed, poor social
adjustment, poor citizen, distracts others, discipline problem, not
conform’'to class rules g - ) ) :

1.

2.

* — ————

PEER RELATIONSHIES ;N THE CLASSROOM & SCHOOLYARD : : ~
High-Average Peer Relatidnships--liked by peers, leader, eagy to manage, 7
cooperatively participates in games, self-control, often chosen for teams
Rejected by peers, disliked, has no.friends, social isolate, not included

in play, group teases individual (group rejects individual)

Rejects peers, hostile, does not follow rules, disrupts play, social

isolate (individual rejeéts group) (individual teases other children)

4. Undefined Problems--for example, wants kids to like him but goes about
it in the wrong way, has peer problems (includes all vague peer problems)

5. Improving--beginnihg to make friends, less withdrawn or shy

6. Combination of 2 & 5

7. Combination of 4 & 5

8. Combination of 1 & 3 )

o

’”~




o >
av
-~
2’

. A Y
(J) TEACHER RECOMMENDATION FOR PLACEMENT

- 1. Should be retained--grade level
2. Should return to EMR
3. Should retirn to regular classroom
4. Should be placed in special ‘class
5. Should be tested for possible alternative placement

(K) DIAGNOSTIC RELATED PROBLEMS

1. Speech s
2. Perceptual or motor, perceptual-motor coordination. '
3. Medical--teacher asks for some medical intervention or specific mention
of medication and so forth in cum
4, Visual.
5. Hesring - ,
, .6+ Otlrer-all other miscellaneous categories

(L) SPECIAL SERVICES RECEIVED

Speech therapy
Medication
_ Perceptual motor training
Tutoring T ) .
Other--all other miscellaneous categories

-
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GENERAL RULES FOR CODING TEACHER COMMENTS

3

1. One:aﬁd only one remark per space. 1f more than one comment fits a single

. ' category, then the first comment on sheet takes precedent. However, with
~ the category ofuacademic competence, the following subject order prevails: -
reading, math, spelling, social studies, shop, handwriting, and so on. - *

2. If two or more phrases in a sentence, both should be coded together. "

-

- s« 3, 1If cannot understand handwriting of coder, leave blank.

4, Under peer reiationships, Ti\gpt specified goes under the classroom | .
" category. ' -

5. If teacher -comment is vague (e.g., "has made good progress") without
specifying what specific area, then do not code any, disregard statement,

R .

nmétm“ifmiwgéégﬁgf;Edﬁﬁéﬁfff&f“5 §§éEifié'yééf“étatééw“Same as .above-no change"
or equivalent phrase, then codeghe previous year's statement,

o
» + ) . . ¢

s

Qo A ‘ - 26 *‘n.‘-’, .




'PSYCHOLOGICAL, FILE 2 '
3 >
______ NAME 3
2 - 2 . ' . K °
[y ¢ 4 .. - ¢
Reasons for Referral ' , .- 7. Reason Not Decertified
(7) _ LA B w3 _ 1A :
(8 __1B . 7 (44) _ 1B .
(9 ,_1¢ 4s) —1¢ -
‘(10)‘ — 1D (46) - 1D —
L : . ; L .. (47) _1E
. . (48 _IF
Reasons  for Referral o . -
(11) __ 1A = - 8. Number of Prior Reevaluations -
(12) 1B SR -
(13 . 1¢C 1 (49) __ (note number)
(1) _ 1D ' R '

- . ' 9, Referral Reason b
Persuasive Element .

, ~— (50) __ 1A

(15) _ 1A - . . (51). T_ 1B
(16) _ 1B | o 6 “ic
an.._1c x 5y 1D

(18 1D , () T 1E
(199 T LE (55) " _ 1L.F
(200 _1F (581
, e 1 H

_Recommendation to Return S,
' 10.. Reason for Referral

(21) - 1A
2B ' ’ © %58) __ 1A
3¢ : (59) _ 1B
. o ‘ (60) __1C.
Note dates if ‘A (Academic Year) (61) . 1D
. ) . . (62) _ 1 E
(22.‘27) e P — (63) __1F
o = (64) __1G
’ (65 _ 1 H

Formal Docuﬁentation of A&D

(28) __ 1A s 11, Persuasive Element
—3¢c , S (66) 1A .
. - L, (67) __ 1B
Note dates if A (Academic Year) : (68) 1¢C .
- . v . "(69) _ 1D
— a . (70) _1E
©(29<34) e e — () _1F
. - . (72) _ 16 .

HReasons for Referral

(35) 1 A - oo 12. A & D Decision

(36) _13B (73) 1 Yes

(37 __ 1 ” ’ . - 7 2 No ,

(38) ,__ 10D -

(39) __ 1% ]
(40 1F 13. New Work-U §




e e o T8 1 F =
2. Reasons for|/Referral , . ) . :
8;; . . v R :.‘Numtl;erb of Prior Reevalu‘atibns ' ’
e (13) : ) (49) __ (note numbbr)
: (14) _ : ‘ -
. - o . 9." Referral Reason
'3, .Persuasive Element . o e _
. . . (50) 1A’
(15) __ ) : 3 - (51) __18B .
(i6) . __ S : < (52) _.1¢C
-Q17). L o I B - (53) _.1p
(18) —}D. - o ' '17\)54) __1E
L (19) - L 55) __1F
. 20) __ , L . (56) _._ 16
B | A o (57) __1H :
ﬂ - . '\\. - : . N ¢
4, Recommendation to Reéturn P o ‘ T , o
» Voo ' ! ' 10. Reason for Referral "
(21) _1A- | » | o »
o _¢B. ©(58) _ 14
- 3c : R (59) _ 18
) S e T ‘ (60) __1¢Cc .
"\\ Note dates-if A (Academic Year) - (61). - 1D .
'y ’ ) B ‘ » o ' (62) " — l1E
(22-27) . __ o — - - (63) __1F
. : o : - (64) _- 16
’ S ‘ (65) _'1lH
5.  Formal Documentation of A & D g : :
c(28) ; A A * “11. Persuasive Element . )
’ B " . N -
. _.3¢C ' “(66) 1A
-‘ . S # (67) _1B.
Note dates if A (Academic Year) " (68) 1c¢
. o - ‘ (69) __ 1D
o | : , (70) _1E -
2 (29-34) L . L a — — " (71) .__1F
: ~ . (72) __ 16 )
"6, Reasous for Referral ’ '
- . , 12. A & D Decisiom
(35) __1A . ‘ Y
(36) __ 1B (73) _ 1 Yes
.37y _1¢ L 2 No
(38) _ 1D e o
(39) __1E , .
- (40) __1F 13. New Work-Up
(1) _16 .
42) _1H o g O (4) __ 1Al -
. _ - - __”2 A2
__ 3B
14, Any Notations
a5 __ 1A S (76)
[ 4 L e T ) s s odmme e s

238 4 2 .6 54




PSYCHOLOGICAL FILE SEARCH B-7 °

Time of Initial EMR Placement

¥

‘1. Reason for referral from teacher. (mark more than one if indicated)
a, Personal, social adjustment

b, Achievement - ' . v .
c. Not recorded B - . ' . - : 5

. e

. d. Other ﬁ
2. Reason for referral from psychologist. (mark more than one if indicated) g
N - a, Personal L - : - R -\ ,
. b. Achievement ' o \ . : \-
: C. Not~recorded . .o . }
d. Ofher ' ‘ i
3. Persuasive element in committee that led to EMR status., (mark only one unless others
are clearly evident) - , . R
a, Low I.Q. - , d. Poor adaptive behavior i
b. Low achievement e, Not recorded =’ o e
c. Poor personal, social adjustment - £, Other Lo .

4, Did teacher of FMR class ever recommend return to regular c1ass prior to 19697
a. 'Yes (Give dates), @
b. ,No (If negative recommendation is recorded)
c. No record of teacher recommendation

5. Was there formal documentation that the case was considered by.the A & D committee
prior to decertification? ' '
a. Yes (Give dates)
b. . Not recorded |

. ‘(Numbers 6p8*pertain only to non-decertified EMR)

6. Reason for referral for most recent reevaluation of non-decertified EMR's,
(more than one may . be checked)

a. Regular, mandated reevaluation e, Poor ‘achievement
; b. Good behavior, social adjustment - £, Not recorded
‘c¢. Poor behavior, social adjustment . .g. Other

d., Good achievement

7. Reason why not decertified (mark more than one if indicated)

, a. Low'I.Q. . ' . d, Poor adaptive behavior
b. Low achievement e. Not recorded
c. Poor personal, sociaI adjustment f. Other

¢

8. Number of prior reevaluation of non-decertified EMR S. (do not include most recent)

Time of Decertification

3

(Numbers 9-14 on1§ for decertified,Cases)

.9, Referral reason from teacher at time of decertification., (mark more than one if

indicated) » -
‘ a. Regular, mandated reevaluation . e. Poor achievement
< . b, Good behavior, social adjustment f. Not recorded .
¢. Poor behavior, social adjustment . g. No official decertification

‘d, Good achievement h. Other

29




N -

.

i 10. Referral reason from psychologlst at timeé of decertlfxcatlon. " (mark -more than one-----—
"~ .if indicated) / . :

a. Regular, mandated reevaluatlon‘ e Poorvachlevement
f. Not recorded
8
1.
Y

e T

b. Good behavior, social adjustment
. c¢. Poor behavior, "social adjustment N6 official decertiflcatlon
d. Good achievement Other

1 — [ - . R

11, Persuaé&ve eIement in the A & D conference that led to decertiflcatlon. (mark

only one unless others are clearly evident) .
- ‘a. High 1.Q. . . - Not recorded
b. High achievement . . f. No official decertification -
c. Good social adjustment . © g. Other ) -

d. Good adaptive behavior

'12. WasAtherera-cléar, official A & D conference record?
' a, Yes. '
b. No

‘13: Was a new psychological work-up done on the subJect at time of decertification?
- . a. Yes (What did it consist of?)-

¥ 1. Complete reevaluation

-

. 2. Committee review without testing

b. No (date of pfevious work-up)
14. Any notations that ch11d has been seen or any follow=-up done 81nce time of
decertification? ? . -
a, Yes (1f yes what) : .
b. -No .
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‘Problems (7-48)

B Special Services
Received (7-41)

4

R

uﬁ.m50mnwn ﬂmHmnmm

60-1

61-2

62-3
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65-6

66-7

12
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31 36
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37
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_ 7eacher questionnaire for decevtified and regulat match student B-9-
(statewide form) - : , N

Return this with the cqmpleéed quéstionna{re so that we may_sehd‘
you your $3.00’st£pend. Normall— you would receive it within a couple
days. If you do not receive it within 10 days, phone or write us.

‘We will detach this blank from your questionnaire so that your'nam;

will not be associated with your responses.

Send‘check to:

. Ndme:
Address:
city: Zip Code
]
. e
/
hd L 3




: ‘ ' 1
EMR TRANSITIONAL STUDY

TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE - FORM A

>
-

C. Edward Meyers
University of Southern California .

Donald L, MacMillan
.7 Un1ver31ry of cCalifornia, Rlverside o

- Roland K. Yoshida .
R University of Southern California - o

Na

o

1Preparation of this questionnaire was supported by a grant from the U.S. Office
- \
of Education,'No. 0-73-5263. 1f there are questions concerning the adminlstra- .

~
© . o

~t10n of this questionnalre by the reSpondent, please. contact project offices

(3

. at WPH 403 University of Southern Californla Los Angeles, Callfornla 90007.
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v . ’ ..
P4 : - I

* General .Instructions:

71.-‘Note that some questions ask for a single check mark, others a

4

numerical figure.

- 2. Anlwer the questions concerning the students named in this questionnaire

as based on your current school-year eXperience with them, even if he

is not currently in ‘your c1aBsroOm.A;

3. After you have completed the questionnaire booklet for all the

| selected students in your class, place them in’the prepared envelope
and sedl it, Be sure to include your name and address so that we can.
send a $3.00 remittance as soon as pogsible'for your participation
in this project. - - |

Please send .the questionnaire and”ﬁtlpend form as instructed in_ the ~

covering letter.

(For Project Use Only)

-

District Code’Number | N .

School Code Number C ‘eg

Teacher Code Number

_Student #1 Number ' ‘ T -

Student #2-Number L

’ "




ey 1.
(22) 2.

(23) 3.
sy 4.

(25-26) 5.

Student Name #1: __° .
(Erase or- mark but,§§ﬁden§'s°ﬁame before
sending.)
What kind of a class would you say - S . is in?
-(Check only one.) ' . T, :
N N N A

luPredomiﬁétely high qhifiﬁy group
2 Predominately low abjlity group
3 Combination of various ability groups,

|

-t

Your class level is li3ted as the , th grade. 'Whatnpfbportion‘

of the students in the class do you believe or know to read at ar proe
this grade level? (Check only one.) : -
1 More than half
. 2. About half . : -
, -3 Under- half
.4 Very few’ B ‘
- l - . : ‘ ,
Mark what you judge to be - ’s 6wn achievement - .

- level among the class members as you have observed it somewhere
" from 1 to 5 on this scale. ' ' '

3 '

‘ L. L. 1

| |
1 2 LY 4 z
Very Low  Below Average - Above Highest
Average Average ] :
lnérkméiso what you ‘judge to be _ ‘ ~ ) 's general

social acceptance among his (her) classmates in this class.-

. ¥

R I | 1 | B

ST 1 T 1

1 2 3 4 5

Very Low~ Below - Average . Above . Highest
Average ’ Average C

How many times have you referred ‘ ~ to the

principal or another school agent for .discipline problems? (Write
number below. If you do not have actual numbers, please estimate.)

¢




? . ’ - . .
: : 6. How often has | T - ‘ been absent and tardy from
your class over the past academic year? (Check appropriate boxes.)

. . ) Y

U Frequently

w Sometimes

0. D & Often :

~ Rarely

(2?) . Absence ‘from class

4 a r-‘ Never .
oo |
O a
O o

(28) Tardiness

s " v‘: !i%
- Py
: P
. s
¥ ¥ i" 1‘
[ * .;L‘,"{ 5 ,
N . !
' . E "
7 . ' Student Name #2: __ Y \ I
- o . (Erase or mark out student s name before
- ’ _sending.) .-,
.l “ s
(31) 7. What is e . 's general achievement level in
your class? , - - ' .
) . oo
¢ 1 1. [} e | ey LN
L} 1§ LS i ¥ . 4
~ Very. Low..- Below Average’ 5 " }hghest
. Average .
(32) 8. Hark al what you judge to be 8 ‘ ﬁ 's general
social “acceptance among his (her) classmates, in this'class and in
the school? . _ P
‘ '-Ao'~ ' . “ *
4 } L | . L - . .
1 2 3 | ho 5. |
Very Low Below Average Above . Highest/ '
Average - o Average W




£

- . S,
. . . ’ . -

(33-34) 9. .Hew many times have you referred . L to the
principal or another school agent “Por discipline problems? (Write . :
number below: If you do nmotfhave actual numbgrs, Pplease estimate.),

4

= y

N . ' < _ I .
- s \ . s
i

Y10, How often has ' . i been absent and tardy from-
your class pver the past academic year?  (Check appropriate boxes:, )

P \ - . /

M i‘/‘ ' w !'?"
N .ﬂ,, g -
. ! . S 8 ¢
- - + -~ =)
K s 2 ¢ 2§
’ i ; 2 2 & 8 & -
1 2 3 4 5 d
a . . . r . >,
(35) . Absence from class U O O .0 ' W,
«(36) Tardiness _ | ~ * O 0O 0 40 4
““~' 11. Have the parents of either student contacted you about his special
- " needs during this school year? (Mark gimber of" times below, if
answer is(ﬁone, mark - appropriate statement. )
1 yes, for ., about _ times | 7
: 1 no for ' . ) ' ' )
' — 1 yes, for B n,’about ~_ times . " - .o . . ¢
. 1 no for . I e ~ . .
A ) X v o 3 . . R
- .
/. ;
{ ’ N
s rese g ’ i SR ‘
- ) -~ Ao

~

Student Name #l:v ”
(Erase or mark out studen€*§’name‘before
sending.) .

1
<

* - (51) 12..__ ‘ : was a transition student, once having
' " been ‘in an'’EMR placement. Hé\(@he) presumably has received some
help for his (her) special learning needs. If so, was the help
given to you, or to him (her), or a combination? i
, ’“Y" .
‘1 to: him (her) (as through a tutor or aide)
2 to me, consultation and m7terials given ho help him (her) and others
3a combig’tion \\\\ ,
4 no Jielp has been pr vided, at least to
5 other (explain) A

ERIC ~ - a0 < .

L

N




© (52) 13. 1f support of some kind was provided for ’ L s
: ' education, how do you evaluate it? ; S -
v 1 it was of great value ' e
____ 2 it was somewhat helpfal -
3 it was of litele or no value .
. 4 does not apply, no help given to me

l_

w —
e

14, 1If supporf or assistance of any kind whatsoever has been‘provided,

. ‘ jdentify it here. (Mark all that apply.) : .
- , S ) : . ’ .
0 (53) 1 volunteers o .
(54) 1 instructional ajde . A, L G
(55) 1 school-district tutors, such as resourcdy teachers sy
(56) 1 resource room for children ' s
(57) - 1 resource teacher consultation : v
(58) 1 case history information to help understand special needs :,
, ;. presented by counselor or other personnel
0 (59) 1 other (please indicate what):

E}

(60)-15, How did you find techniques you used in teaching (e.g., discussions)

prior to receiving transitional' students to work with-transitional

students?
¢ . | ) 1 ] | }
-1 2 7o 4 5
N Poorly : 7 Average ™ . v Very Well -
‘Comments: : ’
' e ' ‘ o
e - » , _ < ] il
. "’ ’ ° \ ‘ .. . : l »
16. , How did you find materials you used in teaching (books work.sheetS), .
(61y 1© / y ’
g prior to receiving transitional students, to work with the transi-
h | tional students? - o ) .
I L 1 1 Y L
L 1 o 1 1 5
1 . 2 . .3 A 4
s Poorly ‘ﬂ%verage o : Very Well -
’  Comments: ‘ . -
‘;v : ” - -
?
u‘ L]




‘ L :. ’ . ' // !
(62) 17. Did having the tran81tiona1 student in a y way have an impact ’
' your instruction for the remainder of the c1ass?
1 yes T ,“ o /‘ 1 _
.2 no . . ds e / - - -
'3 uncertain ;o
- — ' | o
. - 18.. Explain how this affected your cléss. (Mark a11 that apply, and .
-, ~1if needed add your own comment)
, / .
# .. (63) . 1 extra assistance had to be prov1ded took time and energy
(64) 1 class disruption through his behavior
. (65) 1 others picked on h1m /
(66) , 1 had to prepare materials specifically for him:
_ (67) = 1 take time to work with’ aide, tutor, volunteers, etc.
. (68) " 1 others ~ - —*_/ 4
L% « A / ' y <
i o , . / l ‘ . )
- o Beca Ay Yo Car “‘:// Tt - . a-;. [ A
A (69) Please" prov1de a Iittle @tatist1ca1 informat1on about vourself as the
" . ‘ teacher ;
. 1 Malen ' '/ 2 Female
o4 . /” '
(70) Years of expetience;keaching at about this level: |
, . : !
L 1 One year: . o i /
-2 Two to four years
3 5-10 yearg
4 11 or more years
/ ' - /'4 i .
/ B : ¢
(71-72) Total other yedrs of teaching: _ - ~/  yeatrs
. . - . ’ .« ,‘ B “
‘ P o / | o
(73-74) - Total specia} class experience in the EMR,br special training class, ~
C if any: — years’ ya : ’
i /‘/ {"
(75) Ethnic membership: o !
/ . ‘ : ,
P | Anglo . S : ‘
T2 Black - ' A :
, 3phicano : .
4/ Oriental _ , :
, 5 Other . ) ’
hadt /




.. . . ° T e t
~ . .

Teacher questibnnhirg for EMR'étudénq,(Statewide Form) : B-10

4

Lo
o LY

K4

Return this with the completed”questionﬁaire so that we may send
youvjour $3.00 stipend. Normally you would receive it within a couple -
days. If you do not receive it within'lo days, phone‘or write us.

We will detach this blank from your questionnaire so that your name

will not be associated with_your responses. - ' s o

L S
Send check to: | N |

2 . -

. Name: L , . ’ !

v -

Address;

City: - ) o Zip Code




- EMR TRANSITIONAL STUDY'-

TEACHER QUESTLONNAIRE - FORM B

7
-~ . ! '
~ C. Edward Meyers . , :
Univergity of Southern California : o .-
: P - *  Donald 1% MacMillan )
LT fy s University of California, Riverside™ -
7 . r 1 .
{ Roland,K. Yoshida . . _ >
\ University of Southern California S
- \\ % 1
o h N ’ S "
L . \\ .)
N Voo N
= AN
/////l”—~—~ ’ '
- A ,,: . &\ .
i ~ %,
‘ ;.; N
o : o
v » 1

y 1Preparation of this questionnaire was supported by a grant from the U.S. Office

24 #

of Education, No. 0-73-5263. If there are questions concerning the administra- -

tion of thiJ questionnaire by’ the respondent, plea ~contact project offices

‘-

at WPH 403 University of Southern California Los Angeles, California 90007 .

-

IS




- General Instructions:

Note that some questions ‘ask for a singngcheck ﬁark; others a

numerical figure.- ‘ —_— oy

Answer the quéstions concerning thé;students-named\in this questibpnaire

‘;s'based'bn your current school-year experience wiﬂmthed:even if he

is not currently in ydur classroom.

After you Have pompleted the questionnaire booklet for all the °
selectéd-studentS in your class, place them in the prepared envelope

and seal it. Be sure to include your name and address jo that we can

g T

send a $3.00 remittance as soon as possiplgyggz¢yourﬁpaffIéiﬁétiéﬁ

b ¢

in this project. ——
Lo 8 PRI h
I . E
Please send the questionnairé and stipend form as instructed in the

s \ ¢ . -

- covering letter:

Y

(For Project'Use only)

' pistriét Code Number __ _ ____

school Coae Number

Teacher Code Number _

student #1 Number




Student's Name: = ..

(Erase or mark out student's name before

sending.)
i - . E
(21) 1. Mark what you judge to be v : 's own achievement level
. among the members of this and similar EMR classes,.somewhere 1 to
5 on this scale. ' , ‘s : -

* . L | R L. 1
| 1 | ) ' L
1 ’ ¢ 2 3 4 5
Very Low Below Average " Above Highest
. ‘ Average , Average to

—

(22) 2. Mark what you_ judge -to be o 's general sdcial-acceptanée
,mf_»gmong’ﬁfsﬂ “(her) classmates.

L L 1 L

| .
LB L i ] LI L]
P -1 . C 2 3 4 , 5
Very Low . Below Average “Above Highgst.
" Average : Average -

(23)° 3. Mark alsq;whéii)ggngﬁage\goybé'”‘ 's general social .

Y L _ acceptance.améng. other student groups in- this school unit.

~

+ -+ —t

1 2 5 4 5

Very Low Below Average Above Highest ‘
Average - Average _ e ,

~ (24-25) 4.: How many times "have you referred _ ' to the principal
or another school agent for discipline problems this school year?
(Write number below. If you do not have actual numbers, please

4 estimate.)




5.

(28-30)
- (3D

. (32) 1.

-

(33) - 8.

= B
+h O
B [=3
=
=" .

How often has _ - been absent and tardy from yéur class

over the past academic year? (Check appropriate boxes.)

? - AN
N ,

»

;

L@ =2
. =
> Q
5 9 @ § &
: g 88 2 ¥

Z @ A O M .
1 2 3 4 5

Absence from class O O 0 [:I O . ‘

ooooao

iTatd}dess

‘Havé:the-pbrents of this student contacted you about his special
needs during this school year? .

- 1 yes, about ~ times
1 no ' : o

this -student in your judgement be able to .get along in school
(she) were reassigned to a regular program?

n
-

lno ) : ,
2 only Af given transition help .
"3 yes, even without transition help .

4 1 don't know

———————

Even if you answered #2 or #3 above, do you believe he (she) would
be better off staying in special class?
1 yes
2 no
3 don't know

(34) 9. Were you an EMR teacher when all EMRs were re-evaluated (about: -

1969-1972)7 - | - o

1 yes
2 no




(40)

(41)

. (43)

10.

11.

1f yes, and many EMRs were reassigned, how did it affect the EMR
class? (Mark all-that apply.) ¢ .

l‘lowered the average learning level )
1 reduced behavioral problems
1 increased behavioral problems
1 took away some good in-class helpers
l other (specify)

111 |‘

What do you know or have heard about the success of the reassigned
EMR students? = —————

o

There.was‘unqualified success in'the regular program for:

1 all (90-100% of reassigned students)
2 most (50-89%)

3 some (10-49%) :

4 few (under 10%) “f(

5 don't know ~ A

il

Academic difficulty was experienced in the regular program for

. 1'all (90-100% of reassigned students)

"2 most (50-897%)

3 some (10-49%)

"4 few (under 10%) , . .
5 don't know

H'\l

Behavior problems occurred in the regular program for:
1 all (90-1007% of reassigned students) -

2 most (50-89%)

3 gome (10-497%)

4 few (under 10%) .

5 don't know

111

“Unqualified acceptance of the transitional students was given
by regular teachers for:

1 all (90 -100% of reassigned students)
2 most (50-897%)

3 some (10-49%)
4 few (under 107%)
‘5 don't know

'l e

£

Unqualified acceptance of the transitional students was given
by regular class peers for

-a11.(90-100% of reassigned students). - .
‘most (50-89%)

some (10-49%)

few (under 107%)

don't know

1a

nwHwN -

HI'I\




12,

(45)
(46)
(47)
(48)

13

(61)

.. (62)

14.

1] 8

For the traqsitionalrstudent, did the program: (Mark all that<app1y.)A""

1 help him stay in school

1 aid him in coping with regular academic progfam ) T .
1 help him to adjust to different school situations
1 other (specify): . ‘

What is happening, as you see it, to the EMR program as a consequence
of the decertification and reassignment of EMRs to regular programs?

r
4

N

To the EMR teachex?

e

Because your responsé to the above is anonymous, please provide a
little qtatisticalwinformation about yourself as the teacher: -

1 male = . 2 female ..

: ' N » J:
of experience teaching "MR at this program level:
1 one ‘year ' : | ‘ . _ .

2 two to four years
3 5-10 years
4 11 or. more years

i

Total special class experience in the EMR or special training class,
if any: years. S .




(65-66) | Total other‘(élementary, éecondary) years of teaching: yéafs.

v e
N
»

~

(67) - ~ Ethnic membership:
1 Anglo - ) ' ‘ .
2 Black | L : : |
3 Chicano o - : - )
~ 4 Oriental ] . ‘ < i
5 Other ” . . . 1

11

i -




P o v oo , . ) \
- N N <

. Teecher quectionnaire for decertified and regular match atudents © \B-l1
, (Los Angeles Unified form) : ‘ N

- v . : -

~

Retufn this with the completed questionnaire:éo that we may send

. you-yourA$3 00 stipend. Normalty you woul& receiveAit within a coupie

days. If you do not receive it within 10 days, phone or write us,

! He will detach this blank from your questionnaire so that your name

- e

will not be eelociated witu your responses.'

! -

Send check to:

- !
Name: }
Address: . _ .
- . city: - ' " zip Code

Social Security #i




41

“ - r
EMR TRANSITIONAL STUDY

TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE - FORM A

Yo

s

) C. Edward Meyers
” ' e University of Southern california

Donald L. MacMillan S
University of California, Riverside

- . Roland K. Yoshida

\ S °  University of Southern california
DR ‘ _,‘ B \

'lPrepardtion'ef_this questidnnaire was supposted by a grant ffom the U.S.
koffice of Education, No. 0-73-5263. If there are questions concerning the
hdministration of this questionnaire by the respondent, please contact
project offices at WPH 403 University of SouEhefn california, Los Angeles,
Chlifdrnia 90007 . Pergission to conduct this study in selected schools has
- VbLen‘gfented by the Office of the Deput& Suberintendent, Los Angeles Unified

|
School District. o

\ .




w

-~

General Instructions:
. H4

1. Note that some“questions ask for a single check mark, others a

<

“ ,-numerical figure.

2. Answer the questions concerning the students named in this questionna’re

as based on yQur current. school-year experience with them, even if he

is not in your classroommitwthis"time.";"’77
3. fter you ‘have completed the questionnaire bookl\\\for all the - ,

selected students in your ciass, place them in the prepared envelope

.
L)

and seal it. Be sure to. include your name and address so that we can

send a $3.00 remittance as soon ‘as possible for your participation

-+ in this project. ' R '\ .

Please send.the questionnaire and stipend form as. instructed in the

. covering letter.

"~

i - ! -

(For Project Use Only)

District Code Number ' —_

'Scnool Code Numoer

v—— S——

Teacher Code Number

Student #1 Number . f !

Student #2 Number




- e ¢ -~
s ¢ ‘ : “ ;‘ -
e - . ‘ ’ ‘Sﬂudent Name #1:
. o : ' oo (Erase or mark dﬁt student's name before .
ot 5v _ ‘ , ' sending,) :
. ' ’ . - o, L - v > . .’ ~ « .. . i . : ‘ L & . ) ) * L
- (21) "1. What kind of a c1a3s would ‘you say 1s in?"
S, o (Check only one.) &° o - . . ’

' , . 21 Predominately high a
I 2 . Predominately low

( . 3 Combinatioh of vafious ability groups (_
* N !'N . -/
- 3
% ® s Xy (. . C
-\ ((22) 2. ' Your class level is listed As the ____ th grade. What proportion
L * of the students. in. the g&a s do you believe or know to read at or. above
tthrade 1eVe1?,-—(£he -only ne.) ,
: . “ .
4 : 1 More than half
— 2 'About half’
3 Under half . '
4 Very few v ‘ ' ¥ o .
< R D“. . ..
(23) ' 3. Mark what you judge t‘be, : : | 's'éwn achievement
- _level among the class members as you have observed it somewhere
o - "from 1 to 5 on’this scale.'l : . z e
: ,Q .fﬁ . lr . ‘;"’bi ) . . ; A. . J
-7 ks R | e e 2, . !% - 4 ' !5 N
- - .Véry-Low ' Below [ A ~ Average " Above - Highest
: ' ‘ , .. Average Average
"N ) T « s ¥ )
. (24) ba Mark also what you judge to be : 's general

social acceptance amon" his (hér) classmates in this class.

-
"ay i

v - L . . AL 1 : L ' 1
v —= o 1 1 1

/1 s 2 3 ' 4 , 5
: 7 . . Very Low . BePbw Average Abovev Highest :
= ' > - .Y Average ) . * Average. :
P . .. ST : . . '
. A\\ . % Y . -*
. ‘A, ' © . : .
(25-26) S. How thlnyn times have iefe&‘ed ‘to the
o principal or another sch ol agent for discipline proble;ps? (Write

number below. If you do not have actual numb ers, please estimate.)

3

e}

»
4

7




B - " been absent and tardy from

) T 6. How often has .
! ' your class over the past academic year? (Check appropriate boxes. )
k4 h ¢
< [ '::
_ g & .
. CE = I )
[V A - 3 Y
& o @ o
’ " > o) g" - [V}
, ® g » Y4 Y] !
Z pd. B O M .
. . .1 2.3 4 5 .
. . 1 ‘ /
. €27)"  Absence from class Oo0oggaod b |
I3 . v : L - . . ¢
. (28)  “Tardiness . O &] O 00
PR . \ ,

. £
i s ' /‘\\
i / ' -
_ Studeqt Name #2 | )
: ) : . (Erage or mark out student s name before
. . ' - sending.) ‘
. . rr
oo .
(31 7. Whae is . 's general achievement level in
your class? ' :
- ".9 ! ° . ,
L L ! - - 1 . .
L] T . ) | | T
) 1 ) 2 .. 3 4 5
o Very Low Below Average Above Highest
. 0 .Average . Average
L0
© (32) 8. Mark ‘also what you judge to be 's general
. social acceptance among his (her) classmates, in this class and in
the school? . s
. - 7 : ’
¥ —+ { _- | ‘ L
1 2 I .5
Very Low Below Average Above Highest
Average . Average .




(33-34) 9.
10- '
?

1 (35)'
(36)

} 11.
(37-39)
(40)
(41-43)
(44)

<

How ‘many times have you refexre s ﬁO'the
principal or another school age t for discipline problems? (Write
nymber below. If you do not hav actual numbers, please estimate:)

,
How often has _been absent "and tardy from
your class over the past academic&year? (Check appropriate boxes.)

\ [

\ . >
| " vt
-~ : Q- &
N ! h I 'E . s '3
T - K
o 2 @ @ o .
> Y] g o, W
- 2 8 8§ 8. &
1 2 3 &4 5 § |
Absence from>cl§§§Mﬁ~‘ ' '[]_‘fj. []“_[]umfjw;,WM_wﬁu - _;
oo o,

Tardineés : . O o

Have the parents ék'either student contacted you“@bddt his special
needs during this school year? (Mark number of times below; if
answer is-none, mark appropriate-statement{)

1 yes, for ~ , about ___ times

__1no for, ‘ _ . .
© 1 yes, for ____, about ‘ times - ’-‘ki- Ce
1 no for /

We are again referring to the first student in the next two
questions. s '

1

Student Name #1:

'-(Erase or mark out student's name before
sending.) ”’ *
B N

' . was a transition student, once having
been in an EMR placement. He (she) presurably has received some
help for his (her) special learning needs. If sb, was the help
given to you, or to him (her), or a combination?

to him (her) (as through a tutor or aide)

4 no help has been provided, at least to me

1
2
3 a combination “ .
&
5

o;her‘(explain): 2

06

to me, consultation and materials given to help him (her) and others

J.




o -

-

< (52) 13. 1f supporxjof‘SOme kind was provided for L ' 's
: education, how do you evaluate it?- ‘

1 it was of great value

2 it was somewhat helpful

3 it was _of little -or no value

4 does*not apply, no help given to me °

s
- ' . ) -
-

The following questions refer to the transition pfog;am in.generalz'

/
i
|-

g " 14. 1If support or agsistance of- any kind whatsoever has been provided,

. identify it he#e. (Mark all that apply.) : N
: , P t . - '
(53) 1 voLpﬁgLers
(54) 1 instryuctional aide ) .
(35) 1/school-district tutors, such ag resource teachers .
. (56) , o 1 resoyrce room for children . :
(57 )owr . 1 resoprce teacher conmsultation ' :
llzfgg%a' - 1 case history information to help uriderstand special needs
; ‘ ‘ prejehted by counselor or other personnel
(59) . 1 ot@ér (please indicate what): : ©

f v . ;

i
I
/

v

(6b) ISﬁﬁ How would: you evaluaté'techniques you used in- teaching (e.g., discussions)
' prior to receiving transitional students, to work with transitional
.~ students? . '

T Ty l MY S [ |
. . ! | PRI | 1 v ]
: + 1 T . 2 " 3 :
» : . : -
« Poorly . Average _ - Very Well
. C?mmenps: '
- o

' .

-

£
\ N

(61) 16. lknxwﬁuld'y¢u evaluate materials you used in teaching (books, work sheets), .
: ' prior| to receiving transitional students, to work with the transitional

J

N
\ ~

i _ - _" 1 { A
; ) R - ! 1
R .3 4
. ' / ‘ :
Poorly : ' "~ ‘Average Very Well.
Comméqés: '

« v - Y




'(62) 17. Did having the transitional stuﬁéﬁt in any way- have an impact upon

v

* i

your instruction for the remainder of the class?

1 yes
2 no
.3 uncertain

~

Explain how this affecégd.youruclasé. - (Mark all that apply, and
if needed add your own comment) : ' :

(63) 1 extra assistance had to be provided; took time and energy -
A(64) 1 class disruption through his behavior ‘
(65) 1 others picked on him . '
(66) 1 had to prepare materials specifically for him
(67) /1 take time to work with aide, tutor, volunteers, etc.
{62 i X Ai'ln_erg.. . . . M |
A %247 Ot 53
(69) Because your”response to the above is anonymous, please provide a
: little statistical information about.yourself'as the teacher:

1 Male R " _ 2 Female B
(70) | Years of experience‘teaéhing,at about. this level:

| ~_“. 1 One year
" 2 Two to four years <.
PR . . .
3 5-10 years , - w
‘ 4 11 or more years .
/;} o K : b
"_ i . \‘\\ ;
(71272) Total other years of teaching: N . a  yedrs
. (713-74) Total special-class experience in the or special trdining class,
: if any: years B

(75) - L Ethnic membership: .- ; L \\\\<

1 Angio o o \\; -

2 Black _ o R

3 Mexican-American . o b e

4 Oriental : ’ )

"

5 Other




(21)

(Optional) _
“The questions on this page are optional, Please answer if you wish to do .so.

19.

(24)

- (25)

(26)
(27) .
- (28)
(29)

20.

4 .
What do you know or have heard about the success of the reassigned
EMR students? . ' .

Theré was unqualified‘success in the regular program fors

1 all (90 ~1007 of reassigned students) i
2 most (50-89%) . 4 :

3 some (10-49%)

4 few (under 10%)

5 dénlt know

e

Academic difficulty was experienced in the’'regular program for:
| 1

1 all (90-100% of reassigned students) ) '

-2 most (50-89%) , S

3 some (10-49%) .

4 few (under. 10%)

3 don't know

A

Behavior problems occurred in the regular program for:

1 all (90-10d% of reassigned students)
2 most (50-89%) e

3 some (10-49%)

4 few (under 10%)

5 don't know

-

IIII,—

Unqualified acceptance of the transitional students was given
by regular teachers for g ‘

1 all (90 -100% of reasslgned students)
2 most (50-89%) °

3 some (10-497)

4 few (under 10%).

5 don't know '

- A

Unqualified acceptance. of the transitional students was given
by regular class|peers for: g

1 all (90-100% of reassigned students)
2 most (50-89%)

3 some (10-49%)

4 few (under.10%)
5 don't know':

a

T

For the transitional student, did the nrogram: (Mark all that apply.)

1 help him stay in school

1 aid him in coping with regular academic program

1 help him to adjust to different school situations

1 other (specify): ) . {




r-

&
* X 5

*  Teacher questionnaire for EMR student . : . B-12
(Los Angeles Unified form) ' :

Return this with the completed questionnaire so that we ‘may send
you your $3.00 stipend. Normally you would receive it within a couple
days., If you do mot receive it within 10 days, phone or write us.

. We will detach this blank from your questionnaire so that your name |

will not be associated with your responses.
Send check to: I |

Name:

'.Addrees:

city: v Zip Code

60




_EMR TRANSITIONAL STUDY!

e - TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE - FORM B

t

; C. Edward Meyers ,
_University of”~ Southern CaliforniaJ

. «. Donald L ‘MacMillan
University of California, Riverside

g;land K. Yoshida®
University of Southern California

<

1 . - R
Preparation of this questionnaire was‘supported by a grant from the U.S.
-'0ffice of Education; No. 0-73-5263. If there are questions concerning the:

administration of this questionnaire by the respondent, please contact

<

project offices at WPH 403, University of Southern Californla, Los Angeles,

California 90007. ~evsimns .- we ool J0 ot cnele faoast st




General Instructions:

1. Note that some questions ask for a single check mark, others a |
numerical figure.

2. Answer the questions concerning. the students named in this questionnaire

as based on your current school-year experience with them, even if he

“is not in your ,,g.loa.s.s,r,oom_.a.t;,,_r-.his. time. .

3, After you have completed the questionnaire booklet for all the
selected students in your class, place them in the prepared envelope
- and seal it. Be sure to include your name and address 'so that we can
| send a $3 00 remittance as soon as possible for your participation

in this project.

Pleasg send the_questionnaire and.stipend form as instructed in the

" covering letter.

(For Project Use Only)

District Code Number o o o -

School Code Number . : ' ' » . \]\

Teacher Code Nuqber , ,

Student #1 Nimber




SQudent's N*me:

- (Erase or mark out.student's name before

sending.) )
(21) ~ 1. Mark what you judge to be 'y own achievement level
among : the mngers of this and similar EMR classes, somewhere 1 to
i - 5.on-this scale. "
. | L 1 .
LB A 1 L [)
. 1 ( 2 3. 4 5
Very Low . Below * Average Above . Highest
Average 'e : Average
R > - e e e
(22) 2. Mark what you judge to be ) 's geneill social acceptance
among his (her) classmdtes. ’ ' DR
L | [ . | I 1
- 1 . 1 ) 1 | { L
' 2 o 3 4 5
Very Low ' Below Average Above Highest
Average ’ : ' Average’
- (23) 3. Mark also what you judge to be , 's general social
acceptance among other student groups in this school unit.
N = : - ‘ 1 . . % P %
1 2 3 4 L5
) Very Low ' Below~ =  Average Above Highest
' - Average : Average R
- o : ° ‘. N
(24-25) 4.: How many times haye you referred to the principal

or another school agent for discipliné problems this school year?
(Write number below.. If you.do not have actual numbers, please

es;imate.) - . 2




\‘rf

: ' ; X

been absent and tardy from ydur class

o

. 5. How often has
over the -past academic year? (Check appropriate boxes.)

-

-

- =

i 3 :
. B 8
s §3 83
g & 8 & %

Z e 0 O m d
1 2 3 4.5
(26) Absence from class . O O .[] o 0 -
Ty Tardiness | ooooao

©

—6 “éve"thewparents~o£~this~studeatﬂeeatacted you about his special
needs during this school year?

(28-30)— 1 yes, about times o ' .
(31) 1 no _

(32) 7. Would this student in your judgement be able to get along in school
if he (she) were reassigned to a regular: program? :

'1 no
2 only if given trangition help
3 yes, even without transition help .

. ' 4 I don't know

«

' (33) 8. Even if you answered #2 or #3 above, do you believe he (she) would
: be better off staying in special class? *

1 ﬂs ‘ . .
2 no B _ . ‘ .
3 don't know .

14

34) 9, Were you an EMR teacher when a11 EMRs were. re-evaluated (about
1969- 1972)? .

1 yes
2 no




T (38)
' (36)

~(38)
(39)

(61)

(62)

(37)

10. 1f yes, and many EMRs were reassigned, how did it éffgct the EMR

(Mark all that apply.)

1 lowered the averdge learning level

1 reduced behavioral problems

1 increased behavioral problems

1 took away some good in-class helpers
1 .

other (specify):

-

11. What is happening, as you see it, to the EMR prdgram as a conseduenée
of the decertification and reassignment of EMRs to re

|

gular programs?

™\

4

12. To the EMR teécher?.*

’

’ -~

Because your responsé to the above is anonymous, please provide a
little statistical information about yourself as the teacher:

-1 male .. o 2 female

. Years of experience teaching EMR at this program level:

1 one year

2 two to four years
3 5-10 years

4 11 or more years

111

©

L




(65-66)

(67)

1111

A

i
!

.

Total other (elementary, sécondagyisyears of‘teaching:

Etﬁnic membership: . ~

1 Anglo

2 Black

3 Mexican-American
4 Oriental

5 Other

Vo
|

_Tota] special class experience in the EMR or special training class,
if any: years. , B X

. ' years.
T




. (Optional) : ‘ .
The -questions on this page are optional. Please answer if you wish to do so.

»

- 13. What do you know or haye heard about the success of ‘the reassigned
EMR students? :
7/

(21) There was unqualified success in the regular program for: \
1 all (90 lOO% of reas31gned students)

2 most (50-89%)

-3 some (10-497)

4 few (under 107) ,

5 don't know \ o

.

(22) | Academic difchulty was experienced in the regular program for:

\ : T 1 all (%0 100% of reassigned students)‘ ) .
- 2 most (50-897%) ‘ ‘ - .
, 3 some (|10-497%) : : - .
\ e 4 few' (under 10%) . '
' o 5 don't know '

E . . —

(23) . Behavior problpms occurred in the regular program for: S

1
1 all (90-100% of reassigned students) .
2 most (20-891) ST , —
3 some (10-49%) ' w T

4 few (under 10%)
.5 don't know

.HH

(24) - : Unqualified acceptance of the transitional students was given
by regular teachers for;

1 all (90 100% of- reassrgned students)

2 most (50-897%) ~

3 some (10‘49%) , -

4 few (under 10%) : ’ /

5 don't know : ' .o

"‘

HIII

A}

. (25) . Unqualified acceptance of the trans1tional students was given ..
by regular class peers for: . '

' ' 1 all (90 -100% ‘of reass1gned students)
2 most (50-897) : ,
3 some (10-497%) - ' ’
4 few (umder 10%) N . -

5 don't know

| Il

— 4

14, For the tramsitional student, did the program:‘ (Mark alL\that apply.)

(26) - 1 help him stay in school - BN
(27) 1 aid him in coping with regular academic program‘
. (28) 1 help him to adjust to different school situations

(29) 1 other (specify) . \ (.ﬂ




/

v, .

SUGGESTED PROCEDURES'FOR}THE'MOBILITY STUDY

. .
. . .o
. .
L2 ¢ .

Step 17 Select a random sample of decertified and EMR youngsters; In

\ . " -the » g _ district, the number will be

AR . — — — v | =
for.ghe decertified .and _. for the EMR for a total of

. . ] i . . ) : "-'

- 7 ' students to be followed. Figure. 1 on page 4 gives a summary

8
~

,out1ine of the proposed method for following mobile students in
: : .
.- this study. A more detailed narrative on-the stips in the

process is given below. -

& N . v
- Step 2.. For the 'sample, )% need to determine the: latest known status of

&

¢ the out-of-district student. That is, has the student: "dropped-out,

¢

graduated, been~e£pelled transferred to another district, and

-

so forth? The above process will yield three groups of students:
a) ‘those who left the district by means of graduation, drop-out,

and so on, b) those students-who transferred to another school
> ~
district, and c) those students whose whereabouts are unknown.

&

Step 3.‘ With the first group (those who graduated, etc.) we need to \‘ -

follow back to when the student was last in school. We will .

.

e

need to record informatio 'from'the student's cum file (seé

A%

7 aftached form). The yafiables will:be exactly the same as those
. .‘_ collected for' the in-didgrict grou/, The student ot his parents, L s
- * a ¢4 .8 » e ‘

. - will never be contacted 9 ing this procedure. We have a research :

assistant who will be availab!e to col‘ect the ‘cum records

o >

information. ’




With the group whose rtatus is unknown, the'procedure prrsentedv
above will be in effect.
On the transferred group, two strategies uill be inheffect:
a) conduct the cum record search |
b) determine the district to which the student: transferred when
(s)he left your district.

.. The project Will then contact the receiving district by first

sending a lefter introducing the project (see attached letter)

and then following with a telephone call., We would ask only

whether the student is’still in the district and’if so, what .-

. ¢
d * . *

program he is in. No teacher or otherainstructional-pérSOnnel

- from the student's new district will,be,contacted by the project.
Step 7. Step 6 will be repeated until either the student is located or .

his whereabout is»determinedﬁas unknown.

The procedures given above are suggestions whicb may be modified to

sui) the conditions of indlvidual districts. It is important that we

accumulate data J:Ich éndicates how the selec*ed students achieved |
academically and socially while 4in your school district and how they are
doing in their current one,,if applicable. The methods for accomplishing
,tdese goals may vary from district to district depending on the individual
situation. We welcome any procedures which will enhance the. probabilities

of accomplishing our goals. . .
. ' ‘ -
Several points deserve mentioning. Theyrare addressed to the f

-

'relationship'of'the project'to the student and district and the support

help given‘by the project.




1) No student will be contacted by the project. Furthermore, any S
information gathere& on the students will be kept confidential according

to the methods followed for the in-district students.

.

2) We will assign a research assistant to supervise this pfoject
with additional help from other project personnel. We have.éccessbto a
< lease-line which enables us to telephone any 1océtiqn in the state. Also,

_any postageuand so forth will ﬁé paid for by ihe pfoject. .
N ) 3) The research assistants'ﬁill.be available to collect cum record

ihfo;mqtibp. tThat is,_aiq'}n 1o€éti;g the pagf’placeménts of the gtudéng?
aﬁd the location of a copy V?f‘t‘:‘he cunll ;'écord.

.
- . '7 . - G ". \

- R & v -~

s P o + (=g

<+ [ ° 'In short, 'we would 1like to reduce the cost in terms of personnel time u

and materials to the district., In this respect, we have made provisions

for full-time researéh assistants to be assigned to this effort, for

. postage and handling, and ail-telgphone calls which need to be made in

Y

contacting other districts.




[sELECT RANDOM | -

i
i

‘n : ‘
. - :
~ . R . !

SAMPLE OF OUT- ! - \ -/
OF-DISTRICT )
STUDENTS o , /
i -~ . } _ - : . ) : '/ E i /L
v : } . ;. ) - - S ’ / -
L [ "~ | DETERMINE LATEST - .
S .| STATUS KNOWN ABONUT B
| /| STUDENT ¢ // .
DROP-OUT n )
GRADUATEé ETC’ 5 TRANSFERRED
"LOCATE LAST xn‘ovmﬁl J STATE | IN-STATE
DISTRICT PLACEMENT | o . L]
e — ‘ o | /- il _
| . N | / FOLLOW
Is there a. - / i TWO PATHS! °
cum record »// R ; . -
available on . n [ ‘
the student? ' / e
) »_ [ J CONTACT
S . .- ——— % NEW.
q . DISTRICT
YES NO v -
L D — ”"'} T e
—— " |
e T N ‘
I ! Is child in-
|  dis riict?
/ f ‘ / \'\
N »
/ N \!S ‘UNKNOWN;—;_
: i What is current
‘ | placement?
/ / i
. - - + ‘ i \, f e R .
| RECORD INFORMATION N \ S —
FROM CUM FILE S i —- ‘RECORD ]
. _ \ : ~ PLACEMENT |
4 . i e b
| L STUDY OF -
's ’ NRSTUDENT ‘" & -

. TFigure 1. Proposed method for secur:mg\nforma,tion on. studegts in mobil:.ty study.




Coding fomm for data on out-of-district subjects -, | B-14 '
(Mobility Study) : : : _ . I e

By

MOBILITY. STUDY

(7-12) Birthdate _ _ _ > - . | . T

‘(20-21) 1. What is the most recent information about the student known
by the ) : district? _ = N

1 Unknown - .
L. L2 crédﬁated
31Drop-out

4'Expel1éd‘

5 Jail *
:6 Déceaséd-

7 Home éeachét

8 Adult Education

. 9 In Private School s . o, '
10 Transfer from District-In S£afé:

11 Transfer from District=Qut of State »

12 Transfer'frbm Disfrict-Don’t Know

‘2. What was the student's last known school district placgment.
Note placement and. collect information from his cumulative
5 o record. ° ' ‘

" Name of school ‘
. & .

L)

(22) - Cum record information collected.
Q‘- — 1 Ye s )
2 No

3 Not located o




(26-27) - 4.

(28)

5.

transferred to. _ .

<

°

If abdve response was §, 10 or 11, name, address and‘telephone
of private or public school or school district that child

X ———

Name of school (district)

Address

T —————————————

city, State - : ' .. —=2Zip Code

e

n

Telephone #

-

Contact néﬁAkistrict by phone\or mail. What is the most
recent information about the student known by the first
contacted Sthpl district?

l'UﬁknOVn---“never heard of child, left schoolAdiétrict
but don't know status | : :

2 Graduated | ’
3’Drop-out.
4 Expelled ' | :
5 Jail
6 Dgceased
7 Home Teacher.
'8 Adult Education
9 Iﬁ Privaée’School
10 Tr#qgfér from district-In S;ate
117Transfer from district-Out of State
12 Transfer from_disfridt-Don?t Know

13 In District School

-l

If in district school, what is his placement?
1 Regular Class T

2' EMR .

.3 EH

4fSociél Ad justment

. , . ,?:3 L




(29-31) 6.

| (32-33) 7.

-

City, State - Zip Code

5 Other Special Class o - o -
6 Cortinuation School
7 Don"t Know

Repeat. question #3. If above response was 9, 10 or 11, name,

address:* and telephonefof private or public®school or school
district that child transferred to. -

Name of school (district) -

Address

Telephone #

4 k)

Repeat question #4. Contact new district by phone or mail.
What is the most.recent.information about the student known
by the second contacted school district? :

1 Utknown -- nevernhearq-éf child, °left school district
but don't know status : :

_ .2 Graduated

3 Drop-out S

4 Expelled ‘ ' . | -
5 Jail

6 Deceased

7 Home Teacher

8 Adult Education
9 In Private School
_ 10\$Fansfer from district-In Séate 1
_ 11 Transfer from district-Ouﬁ of State o )
_ 12 Transfer from district-Don{i Know

_ 13 In District School

74




(34) '8; Repeat question #5. If in district school, what is his
placement? . : .

~ -

" 1 Regular Class

2 EMR

v

3 EH

4 Social Adjustment

_ 5 Other Speciél Class , .k
» :
_ 6 Continuation School
7 Don't Know ) - » » i

(35-37) 9. Repeat question #3. 1If above response was 9, 10 or 11, name,
address and telephone of private or public school or school
district that child transferred to. o

Name of school (district) ¢
- ' - Address . I
: City, State __ ' i Zip Code

Telephone #

- (38-39) 10. . Repeat qﬁestion #4. Cohtact new district by phone or mail.
. What is the most recent information about the student known
by the third contacted school district? , :

1 Unknown -+ never heard of child, left school district
but don't know status

2 Graduated
. 3 Drop-out ~
"4 Expelléd

5:Jail A

6 Deceased

~

7‘Homé Teacher =

P

8 Adult Education -,

L]

;T—§ In Private School : ‘ _ ’

Q. N ' ? - 34 , L
J;RJ!: ’71) o h ; .




_ 10 Transfer from district-In State

_ 11 Transfer from districf-ouf of State
_ 12 Transfer from district-Don't Know

_ 13 In District School

o

(40) 11. Repeat question #3. If in district school, what is his
placement?

1 Regular Class 7 o
o . ¥ ,
2 EMR ' :

3 EH

S

Social Adjustment
5 Other Spec¢ial Class
6 Continuation. School

Don't Kaow

.
-

12. 1If above response was from 1-12, END SEARCH.,
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{ : ,'Let:érbsent to'mosﬁ éeCently known;distfict of mobility studgnts | - T B=17
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA,-LQS ANGELESV -

S BERKELEY - Vl!'llVlNl'LO.ANGILES"R!VW'MNDlEO'SAN!‘BANC“CO SANTA BARBARA ¢ SANTA CRUZ™ )

—

i ‘November 20, 1974 B ’ ) LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA- 90024 -
o N o ‘ ' OE Project

: » WPH 403 . ' S
L : - . Univetsity of Southern California
L - . ' _ . Los Angeles, California 90007

L4

Dear | i

. The U.S. Office of Education (through the Pacific State Hospital/Neuropsychiatric
Institute Research Group) has funded a project to study, the educational implications .
of the mandatory decertification of many EMR students in California during the years
1969-1973, We have completed the -first phase of this project which studied the -

current status of students in ten districts throughout the state. '

We have found, however, that nearly-half of these students had moved to other districts
during the course of our investigation. In order to determine the possible bias in
the data caused by such mobility, we have randomly selected samples of students who
had left our ten districts.. The records show that the student or students listed

_ at the end of this letter have attended or are now attending your schéol: system.

We have also noted the school district from which they transferred and our contact
individual there. . ' e

We would like to ask you only two questions:
‘(aD Whether the student is_attending yoﬁf district, and

(b) I1f heifi, in what general programs (EMB, EH, regular class, contiruation school)
hd is enrolled for the academic year 1973-1974; if not, what -is the name of the
school district to which he transferred or what is his status such as drop-out,
graduate, and so forth. . : o - - >

This information will be kept strictly confidential following the rules set forth
by our 10 districts and the Department of HEW., We will remove the student's pame
so there will be no possibility of disclosing this information., Your school
district's identity will also be protected in this manner, We have assured each
district that neither the students nor their parents will be contacted in the
course of this study. .

n

4 &
. 1




L
..

-

N 4@&20, 1974
-.)de 2 '

¥

fEnéiggé&fiﬁ a self-addréssed'andnstamped poét ca:;~3hich asks ydﬁ the name of fhe

gchool district official who can supply us the information. We hope that you can

vréturn this card as soon-as possible so that our research assistant, Ms. Linda Hiser,"
can contact you concerning this student. Your cooperation is greatly appreciated
in furthering the goals of this study..

-

. '» e . ) . .
1f you have any questions, Ms. Hiser or I would be happy to answer them. Our

_address and telephone numbers are as follows: +P.0. Box 100-R, Pacific State

Hospital, Pomona, California 91766; (714) 595-2011 or (213) 746-2041.
Thank you again for cohéidering this request. |

t
Sincerely,

- Libond. A/% g,
Roland K. Yoshida, Ph.D. 1 ' /)
Projec; Coordinat?r ’

RKY:pdﬁ"_

Enclgsures

Student Name - L District o contact -
, - -
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APPENDIX C
-
Computer Format of EMR Transitional Study Data File
[ ' .
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. . : o EMR Transitional Study
APPENDIX C =

. Card No., 1 . - c-1 )

Column'No. . Variable

[}
..

1-2 District Code Number ‘ o ' .

»

A 3.6 Subject. Code Number 1;\\/,
, 7 ' ‘

- Population group ' -

- .1 Decertified

" 2 EMR
c 3 Regular class
4 Does .nét apply

8 Ethnicity
L 1 Anglo ' : , :
: : ° 2 Black :
3 chicano

4 Other non-white
5 Unknown

9 Sex
- : . 1Male
- 2 Female
3 Unknown
10-15 Birthdate
Mén;h (two digit number) :
Day (two digit number) C .
Year (two digit number) ! N »

16<18 /ge at initial EMR recom@gndation (in months)

1

K

-

19 What test was used for EMR recommendation?

1 No test

2 Binet : «

3 Leiter o

4 WISC N
5 WAIS

6 WISC-Performance only

7 Tests 2 and 3 only

8 Tests 2 and 4 only

9 Other 2 or more tests listed above

ERIC / . . 83




EMR Transitional étudy

» ' , c-2 o LS
Card No. 1 . ) - . ” :
- ’
‘ . ”// |
Column No. variable N
A i Lo ) A ) . . 6 .
20-22 Note B#net IQ given. (three digits) o e
‘23-25. Note Leiter IQ given. (three digits) =~ 7
26-28" . Note WISC-V 1Q giveh. (three digits)
29-31 Note wlsc P IQ given. ' (three digits) - -
i 32-34 Note WISC-FS IQ given. (three digits) . '
‘35;37 . Note WAIS IQ given.. (three digits) ‘ N ' .
38 - . Was child placed in EMR classroom? N
. . . P ~ / B - : ‘
. ‘ 1 Yes - v A -
‘ . 2 No 3 ‘ T .
3 Unknown ' _ s -
) , ) a
39-40 When was child placed in EMR classroom? 1
S (Note academic year, 1966-67=66) . ’
—— < X “\:
41 Length nf stay in EMR classroom, ”
. - : 1 Less than six mouths. . E
2 6 months to 1 year e -
'3 More than 1 year e
42 "When was. child recommended out of EMR classroom?
B 1 9/69-6/70
: "2 9/70-6 /71 .
. : . 3 9/71-6/72 ~ N ‘ : - .
- . 4-9/72-6/73 . ’ 2 : ‘ ¢
"5 Before 9/69 ‘ .
e < 6 Don't know but placed in non-EMR class between S
" ' - ‘ 9/69 to present - .. T
. * © 7" 7 Does not apply-never decertified o
- - '8 Parent request initiated decertification - ' ) 7
43 _ What test was used for decertiflcatinnﬂrecommendation?,. ‘..'., R
. T 1 No test - i G
S 2 Binet . ' '
, 7 3 Leiter ; . )
: 4 WISC - . ’
- - °5 WAIS. . . . , -
e * 6 WISC-Performance o ', - . :
> - . . 7 Tests 2 and 3 onty . s 3

8 Tests 2 and 4 only .
9 Two or more other tests listed above.




Y EMR Transitional Study

S - c-3
Card No. 1 - | ?\ _ o
Column No. . Variable ’ €> : \\a
; 44-46 o .Note.Binet:IQ given, (three dlgits)
47-49 ' Note Leiter IQ given. (ﬂhree dlg;ts)
50-52 Note WISC-V IQ given, (three d;glge)
53 55 | "Noke WISC;P IQ given, (Lhree @igitg)
56-58 ) v Nete WISd_Fé iQ é@ven; (fhree digi;;) . ;
59-61 Note WAIS 1Q given. A \ | -
62 . Weatiwas_decertificatioh piacemeﬂt? R

1 Regular class

2 EH S !

: 3 Social adjustment '

. 4 Other special class
5 Unknown

i 6 No change in placement made-Stayed in EMR classroom

1

63 Were other placements made after 1n1tlal one after decerti-
fication? : '
" 1 Yes -
2 No . . .
64 1 Name other placements: EMR S .
65 1 Nime other placeménts: Regular class
66 1 Name other placements: EH '
67 "1 Name other placements: Social adJustment
68 . 1 Name other placements: Other special class
69 1 Name other placements: -Continuation School .
72 Sample designation
. 1 Singlet .
’ . 2 Dyad ' |

3 Triad including Area K random sample only
4 Does not belong

. 5 Area K-stratified sample

. 6 Area K-stratified and random samples




T : ’ ’ . EMR Transitional Study
oo o . . - C=&
Card No. 2

¥

' Column No,  Variable
1-2 | ﬁistrict Code Nﬁﬁber
3-6 Subject éode Number
< 7 Cur;ent plécemént of student;

In district school . )

Transfer from distric¢t-in California .

Transfer from-district-out-of-state

Transfer from district-Unknown

In private school .

Other special class-TMR

Drop-out . .
Graduation ‘ S c
Unknown ’ V

\om\lo\\ngwwn—n

8 - If in district school, current plaéement

"1 EMR | .

- 2 Regular class, tramsition _
.3 Regular class, no transition : )
4 EH . , _ :
5 Social adjustment .
9 Not ascertained . . A

9 Other placements of students

1 Deceased

2 Expelled ' =
3 Jail. :

4 Home teacherw




- ' - . o EMR Transitional Study
. v - ) c-5 e .
Card No. 3° - : '
) Column No. Variable -
1-2 District
f 3-6 - Subject Code Number
7 Level of test -
.1 Primer
2 Elementary )
3 Primary I ~ . ’
4 Primary II :
’ ‘ 5 Intermediate o
6 Advanced
8 A (1)--Reasons for incomplete results
.1 Chronic absence from school B )
11d refuses to take test
3 Child fails to complete second section of test
4 Parent refuses permission to administer test
5 Drop-out from school before test administered
6 Transfer from school before test administered | ‘
7 Graduation from school before test administered
8 School building or district refuses to permit testing
- 9 Insufficient time for pggiect to give test, IE, late
. start in district, misceilaneous ’
=9-10 * Raw Score (1) - Word Knowledge R
11 . A (2)--see column 8 -
12-13 “  Raw Score (2) - Word Analysis , '
14 A (3)--see column 8 ,
15-16 Baw Score (3) - Reading X
17 A (4)--see column 8 " ’ '
. 18- 19 Raw Score (4) - Math Concepts
20 . A (5)--see column 8- ] .
21-22 . ‘Raw Scare (5) - Math Cemputation
~23 A (6)--gsee column 8 3
24-25 & . Raw Score (6) - Math Problem Solving N
26-28 - Raw Score (7) - Total Reading
- 29-31 Raw Score (8) - Total Math
~32 : Blank ) .
33-35 Standard Score (1) - Word Knowledge
36-38 Standard Score (2) - Word Analysis
39-41 Standard Score (3) - Reading
42-44 ° . Standard Score (4) - Math Concepts
45-47 . ¢ Standard Score (5) - Math Computation
48-50 Standard Score (6) - Math Problem Solving
51-53 - Standard Score (7) - Tétal Reading

. 54-56 - Standard'Scére (8) - Total Maﬁh




* EMR Transitional Study

<3

' c-6
card No. 3
Column No. _ Variable
57 Blank ’
58:59>' ,Grade’Equi#alent (1) - Word Knowledge .
60-61 Grade Equivalent (2) - Word Analysis =
62-63 Grade Equivalent (3) - Reading - -
64-65 Grade Equivalent (4) - Math Concepts
66-67 Grade Equivalent (5) - Math Computation’
68-69 Grade Equivalent (6) - Math Problem Solving
70-71 Grade Equivalent (7) - Total Reading 2
72-73 - Grade Equivalent (8) - Total Math -




e

. . | o EMR Transitional Study

7

c-7
Card No. &4
Column No. Variable -
1-2 ~ District Code Number
3-6 Subject Code Number | “
Level of Metropclitan-Test )
1 Primer )
2 Elementary . . -
3 Primary 1 e
4 Primary II :
5 Intermediate S
6 Advanced ‘
8 _Reasons for 1ncomp1ete results ‘_ : .
i 1 Chronlc absence from school
2 Child refuses to take test
. 3 child fails to complete second section of test
- 4 Parent refuses permission to administer test
5 Drop-out from school before test administered
6 Transfer from school before test administered .
7 Graduation from school before test administered -
8 School building eor district refuses to permit Pesting .
9 Insufficient time for project to give test, IE, late
start in district, miscellaneous.
Responses to Metropoliéan Achievement Test ~
Number of columns’ vary by test level; each response given n
one field! ,
11-49 Primer-Lis;ening for’'Sounds
11-45 Primary I - Word Knowledge
11-50 Primary II - Word Knowledge
11-60 Elementary - Word Knowledge
11-60 -~ Intermediate - Word Knowledge
11-60 Advanced - Word Knowledge
Cerd No. 5
1-2 District Code Number
Subject Code Number

Level of Metropolitan Test

See Col. 7 of card No. &4 ¢




EMR Transitional Study
o8 |
Ccard No. 5 '

" Column No; Variabte
. . . b

Ly

8 Reasons for incomplete results
See Col, 8 of card No. 4
. Responses for Metfopolitan Ac@ievement'Tesf

3

Number of columns vary by test level; each response given

one field.
-- . Primer - No subtest (blank card) . t -t
11-50 . Primary I - Word Analysis
11-45 Primdry II - Word Analysis
. - . . Elementary - No subtest (blank card)
- C e " Intermediate - No subtest (blank card) : |
: -- Advanced - No subtest (blank card) .

Card No. 6

’ o 1-2. District Code Number
3-6 Subject Codé Number
7 - Level of Metropolitan Test

See Col. 7 of card No. 4,1;
8 Reasons for incdmblete results
See Col. 8.of>card Né. 4
Responses for Metropolitan‘Achievemeﬁt Test

Number of columns vary by test level; each response given

one field.

11-43 Primer - ~ Reading : : «

11-52 Primary I - Reading S S

11-54 Primary II - Reading : ’ «

11-55 Elementary - Reading :

11-55 Intermediate - Reading

11-55 . Advanced - Reading

card No. 7 ' i T 7 L
L 1-2 " District Code Number

3-6 ' Subject Code Number




"

EMR Transitional Study

3

c-9
Card No. 7
. , A .
Column No. Variable
7 Level of Metropolitan Test .

I | - See Col., 7 of card No. 4~
i 8 A Reasons for incomplete results
See_Coi. 8 of card No. 4

Responses for Metropolitan Achievement Test

G -
o

Number of columns vary by test ‘levelj; each -resporse giﬁgn ,

- one field. : . e - -
11-44 “Primer - Numbers
11-45 . Primary I - Math Concepts
11-50 Primary II - Concepts
11-50 Elementary - Concepts
11-50 Intermediate - Concepts’ ,
11-50 - - Advanced - Math Concepts

Card No. 8

_ 1-2 'Disﬁriet Code Number ]
° 3-6 ’ Subject Code Nuﬁbevs,

,711 Level of‘Metrobolitan Test _
0 ' . See Col. 7 of‘c;rd No. 4

8 | ' Reasons for incémpleté~résu1ts :

See Col., 8 of card No. 4

. Résponses for MetropolitanaKAchievement Test

o

Number of columns vary- by test level; each response given

one field. .
\ -- Primer - No subtest (blank card)
- 11-37 Primary I - Math.Computation
11-43 Primary IT > Math Computation:*
11-50 _-°  _Elementary - Math Computation
— 7 11-50 Intermediate - Math Computation
11-50 Advanced - Math Computation




-

'\\ ’ . v /

/‘./
EMR~Transitional Study -
. C- 10 . - B
card No. 9 v ' . e
Column No. ° .Variable
L 1-2 District Code Number
- 3-6 ‘Subject Code Number - . ; ’ {
7 " Level of Metropolitan Test -,.‘
" See Col. 7 of cardeNo. 4 ‘ -
. |
8 Reasons. for incomplete results
> See Col. % of card No. &
Responses for Metropolitaﬁ Achievement Test
; Number of columns vary by test level; each response g&ven : s
one field. - i
- . Primer = No'subject (blank card)
-- Primary I - No subject (blank card)
11-45 Primary ‘II - Math Problem Solving
11-4§ Elementary - Math Problem Solving
11-45 Intermediate - Math Problem Solving
11-45 Advanced - Math Problem, Solving N
C&rd NO ° 10 2 s
1-2 District Code Number .
3-6 Subject Code Nu@ber
7-10 :School Enrollment (four digits) .
11-13 Percentages of Anglo students in subject's school. For
- ! example, 45.1 would be recorded as 451. .
14-16 Percentage of Black students in.sﬁbjeet}s“gchool. iy :
17-19 Percentage of Spanish surname students in subject's school.
20-22 Percentage of all other ethnic group students not included
in the Anglo; Black, and Spanish surname category.
23-24 Number of students in a single classroom with subject. 1If

in secondary school, number from the class from which the
regular match was selected. ‘

i




P

. ] [
- . ‘ . . o EMR Transitional Study
~ : “ : Y, C-11
. Card No. 10+
Column No., . Variable
25 ’ ' Type of transition currently given by school .
1 Resource teacher, child direct
2 Resource teacher, teacher-consulgs
'3 Self-contained transition class
4 Instructional Aide
5 Volunteers
6 No help given, attending reg. class ] : N
| 9 Don't know : o ’
. 26 ‘ <ffirrent Placement | } .
- 1 Regular Class . . ‘
2 EMR ’ '
3 Social Adjust. ~ )
4 EH _ -
: 5 Other special : '
' 6 Continuat¥on *
Card No. 11 : ' . " .
1-2 -+ District Code Number
, _ ¢
3:6 Subject Code Number 4 - gw
.- 7 ' Type of achievement test (Reading-1960)
1 Stanfoxrd @
2 Metropolitan ’ . .
. 3 California Achievement » .
'4 California Test of Basic ‘Skills : s
‘5 WRAT (Wide Range Achlevement)
. - 6 Other ’
, 8~-10 Grade equlvalent (Reading-1960) for example, grade equivalent
9.5 should be recorded as 095.. (. .
¥ 11-12 Percentile score (ReadingF1960) I
13 Stanine (Reading-1960)
14  Type of achievement test-1960 (Mathematics)
15-17 . Grade Equivalent (Mathematics-1960) _
18-19 Percentile Score (Mathematics-1960) - ‘ .
20 ) Stanine (Mathematlcs-1960)




21 .
22-24
25-26
27

28
29-31

- 32-33
34

35
36-38’
< 39-40
| 41

42
- 43-45
. 46-47
o 48
49 -
'50-52

53-54
55

56

‘ 57-59
60-61
62

12
1-2
3-6

7

Card No.

-
o

o ¢
District Code Number - s o
Subject Code Number ~~ = e
“Type’ of achievement test given (Reading-1964)
1 Stanford e o -
2 Metropolitan
3 California Achievement
4 cCalifornia, Test of Basic 8kills .
5 WRAT (Wide Range Achievement) - - '
6 ) 0 ther hd (1

pr——
- EMR Transitional Study
c-12
Card No. 11
. Column Na. Varlable 3 :7 -
’ " N

Type of achlevement test- (Reading-1961) -

. Brade equivalent (Reading-1961)

‘Type of achieQement tesﬁ-(Mathematicsjg961)

. Stanine (Readlng-1962)

Grade equivalent (Mathematics=-1962)

Type of achievement test-(Matheﬁat:Es:1963) -

Percentile Score (Reading-1961) : .
Stanine (Reading-1961) T

Grade equivalent (Mathematics-1961)
Percentile Score (Mathematics-1961)
Stanine (Mathematics-1961) ‘ - .

Type of achievement test-(Reading=-1962)
Grade equivalent (Reading-1962)
Percentile Score (Read1ng-1962)

Type of achievement test-(Méthematics-lQﬁZ) )

Percentile Score (Mathem#tics-1962)

Stanine (Reading-1962) v . .
Type of achigvement test-(Reading-1963) \\}a : .
Grade equivalent (Reading-1963) for example, grade equivalent
9.5 should be recorded "as 095.

Percentile Score (Reading-1963)

Stanine (Reading-1963) - Y . :

?

Grade equivalent (Mathematics-1963)
Percentile Score (Mathematics-1963)
Stanine (Mathematics-1963)

*




.Card No. 12

»
3

Column No.

EMR Transitienll Study
c-13 ‘

Varlable

/.
‘8=10

A1-12
13
14
15-17

18-19
20 -

21

22-24

25-26
27

28
29-31
32-33
34

35°
36-38
39-40
41 ‘

42
43-45
46-47
48

- 49
50-52
53-54
55"

*

.t

56
57259
60-61 -
62 |

Card No. 13
1-2
3-6

-

Grade equlvalent (Readfng-1964)
Percentile Score (Reading-1964)

Stanine (Reading-f964) .
Type of achievement test-(Mathemat1cs-f96
Grade equivalent (Mathematics-1964)
Percentile Score (Mathematics=-1964)
Stanlne (Mathemat1cs-1964)

1
a
\
4)
-

Type of achievement test-(Read1ng-1965) !

Grade equivalent (Reading-1965)

"~ Percentile Score (Reading-1965)

‘Staning (Reading-lgss) .

/- .

Type of achievement test-(Mathematics- &?65)

Grade équivalent (Mathematics-1965)
Percentile Score (Mathematics-1965)

Stanine (Mathematics-1965)

Type of achievement test-(Reading-1966)
‘Grade equivalent (Reading-1966) ‘
Percentile Score (Reading-1966)
Stanlne (Reading-1966)

")

Type of achlevement test~ (Matwematics-1966)
Grade equivalent" (Mat matlcs-1966)
Percentile Score (Mat ematics-1966) .
Stanine (Mathematics 1966)

’

-~

‘Type of achleveMent tesE (Read1ng-1967) v T
. Grade equivalent (Rcading-1967)
Percentile Score (Reading-1967)

‘Stanine (Reading-1967)

”

@ )

>

Type of achievement test-(Matﬁe;§%§§§-1967)

!

"Grade equlvalent (Mathematies=1967) ‘-~ AR
Percentile Score (Mathematics-1967)- .?°

Stanine (Mathematics-1967) ‘ ¥

' ‘ / e ' . ' -
P oy © e .

s i L ”: N ] X:
District Code Number 7 - . N
Subject Code Number ! ot Y

.- . R © o
M 6:’. * \_/ . .




Card No,-13

Coiumﬁ No.

¥

EMR Transitional Study - °

-C-14

-

7

. 8=10
11-12
13

14
15-17
18-19
20

21
22-24
25-26
27

28
29-31

32-33
34

35
36-38 -
39-40
41

42
43945
© 46-47
48
49
50-52
53-54
55
56
57-59

60-61
62 .

Card No. ;Q

1-2

3-6 -

S

!
I
T
i

|
.
|

Variable . .

Type of achievement test-(Reading-1968)
- Grade equivalent (Reading-1968) .
Percentile Score (Reading-1968)
Stanine (Reading-l968) .
‘Type of achlevement test- (Mathematlcs -1968)
Grade equivalent (Mathemat1cs-1968)
Percentile Score (Mathematics- 1968)
Stanine (Mathematics-1968)
Type of achievement test=-(Reading-1969)
Grade equivalent (Reading-1969)
Percentile Score_(Reading-1969)
Stanine (Reading-1969)

»

Type of achie¥ement test- (Méthemat1c§-1969)‘
Grade equivale¢nt (Mathematics- -1969)
Percentile Scoxe (Mathematics-1969)
.Stanine (Mathe
A
! Type of achievement test-(Reading-1970) -
; Grade equivalent (Re¥ding-1970)

! Percentile Score (Reading- 1970)

i
!
|

Stanine (Reading-1970) ‘ J

Type of achievement ™ test-(Mathematlcs 1970) ~N
Grade equivalent (Mathemat1cs-1970) ‘
Perceptile Score (Mathematlrs-1970)

Stanine (Mathematics-1970) .

Typenof achievement test- (Read1ng-1971)
Grade .equivalent (Read1ng-1971) ,
Percentile Score (Reading-1971) : .=
Stanine (Readlng-1971) T

et

,  Type of achievement test-(Mathematlcs -1971)

- Grade equivalent (Mathematics- 1971)
Percentile Score (Mathematics-1971)
Stanine, (Mathematics-1971) '

5 |
* ‘

District Code Number . o j

- Subject Code Number

—




-n,

h

'Column.No.

Card No. 14

e c-15

’/." 5 . 7 )
/ T; -8-10 -
‘ 11-12

13

14
15-17
18'19 3
20

. 21

S 2224
25-26
27

28

- 29-31

. 32-33
34 >

LS

»

<t

P4

-~

Variable LV

Type of achievement test=-(Reading-1972)
Grade equivalent (Reading=-1972)
Percentile Score (Reading-1972)
Stanine (Reading=-1972). .
Type of achievement testr(Mathematics-1972)
Grade equlvalent (Mathematics=-1972)
Percentile Score (Mathematics-1972)
'Stanine (Mathematics=1972)

Type of achlevement test- (Reading-1973)
Grades equivalent (Reading=-1973).
Percentile Score (Reading-1973)

Stanine (Reading-1973)

Type of achie ement test- (Mathematica-1973)
Grade equivalent (Mathematics-1973)
Percentile Score ‘(Mathematics=1973)
Stanine (Mathematics=1973)

: EMR Transitional Study,
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EMR Transitional Study

38

(Spﬂing, 1970-71)

?

: - : c-16
© Card No, 15 - . -
’Colz No. Variable o ) - >
1-2 District Code Number
. a .
3-6 Subject Code Number ,
7-9 ° ° _  Days absert (1960-61) - :
. = Recorded gn yearly basis., For egample, 101 days absent
‘ ~ should be |recorded as 101,
10-12 " Days 4bseft (1961-62) |
. 13-153 Days abseit (1962-63) R
16-18 Days absent (1963-64) . i N
19-21 . Days absent (1964-65) . ’ dﬁ;‘
22-24 ‘Days absent (1965-66) ' v )
25-27 Days absent (1966-67) : - ]
28-30 Days absent (1967-68) y, .
31-33 ‘ Day; absent (1968-69) § :
34-36 Days absent (1969-70) :
37-39 - Days absent (1970-71) ; \ ’
40-42 Days absent (1971%72) o,
43-45 Days absent (1972-73) “ . W
S 46-48 Days absent (1973-74) : > .
. Gard No. 16
1-2 ' District Code Number v
- . N
3-6 : Subject Code Number
7-8 Days absent - semester (Fall, 1960-61)
9-10 Days absent - semester (Spring, 1960-61)
11-12 . Days absent - Semester (Fall, 1961-62)
13-14 © Days absent - semester (Spring, 1961-62)
*15-16 Days absent - semestér (Fall, 1962-63)
17-18 .Days absent - semester (Spring, 1962-63)
19-20 Days absent - _.semester (Fall, 1963-64)
21-22 Days absent - semester (Spring, 1963-64) )
23-24 Days absent -~ semester (Fall, 1964-65)
” 25-26 Days absent - semester (Spring, 1964-65)
27-28 Days absent - semester (Fall, 1965-66)
29-30 ' Days absent - semester (Spring, 1965-66)
31-32 Days absent ~ semester (Fall, 1966-67)
33-34 Days absent - semester (Spring, 1966-67)
35-36 Days absent - semester (Fall, 1967-68)
37-38 . " Days absent - semester (Spring, 1967-68): -
39-40 Days absent - semester (Fall, 1968-69) ‘
41-42 - Days, absent - scmester (Spring, 1968-69)
43-44 Days absent - semester (Fall, 1969-70)
45-46 Days absent - semester (Spring, 1969-70)
47-48 “" Days absent - semester (Fall, 1970-71)
49-50. ° Days absent - gemester




S 1 78]
: " ® ’ -
v N - EMR Transitional Study
{ L , Cc-17 ¥
) Card No. 16 ’ ‘
. . . '//,// B -
Column No. Variable . ’ T
N . ’ - T
C 51-52 Days absent - semester (Fall, 1971-72)
53-54 Days absent - semester (Spring, 1971-72)
- 55-56 " Days absent - semester (Fall, 1972-73)-
57-58 Days absent - semester (Spring, 1972-73)
59-60 ' Days absent - semester (Fall, 1973-74)
61-62 Days absent - semester (Spring, 1973-74) .
Card No. 17
o 1-2 District Code Number
3-6 'Subject,Code Number
7 " Reading or English (if secondary school) gfadesﬂ(Fall, 1960-61)
- N . . / ) o
8 Beading or English (if secondary school) grades (Spring, 1960-61)
9 ' Reading or English (if secqndary‘ééhool) grades (Fall, 1961-62)
.10 ¢+ = " _Reading or English (if secondary school% grades (Spring, 1961-62)
. 11 ' Reading or English (if secondary echool) grades: (Fall, 1962-63)
12 - Reading or English (if secondary schboi) grades (Sprihg, 1962-63) .
13 Reading -or English (if secondary school) grades (Falf, 1963-64) ~
14 o Reading or English (if secondary school) grades (Spring, 1963-64)
15 T . Reading or English (if.secohdary school) grades (Fall, 1964-65) .
. % . ®
16 Reading or English (if secondary school) grades (Spring, 1964-65)
., 17 . Reading or English (if secondary school) grades (Eall;r1965-66f ‘
18 ' Reading or English (if secondéry school) grades (Spring,'1965-66)
- 19 ; Reading or English (if secondary schodl) grades (Fall, 1966-67)
20 , Reading or Engiish (if secondary school) gr;d;s (Spring, 1966-67)
21 ~ Reading or English (if secondary_school) grades (fall, 1967-68)
. 22 Reading or English (if secondary school) grades (Spring, 1967-68)
23 ' Reading or English (if secgndary‘school) grades (Fall, 1968-69)
24 . Reading or English (if secondary school) grades.(Spring, 1968:69)
25 - - Readirg or English (if secondary school) grades (Fall, 1969&70)
26 Reading or English“(if secbndary school) grades (Spring, 1969-70)

93 -




EMR . Transitional Study

o - c-18 ,
Card No, 17 .
’ Column No. Variable ) '

27 . * Reading or English (if secondaryfschool) grades (Fall; i970-71) .
28 - Reading or English (if%sérandary school) grades (épring, 1970-71)
‘297 ' .Hu‘j Reading or Ehgli#h (if.secondary school) grades (Fall, 1971-72)
301: ‘a . J;Reading-or ﬁng}i§h (if secondgrxﬁschool) grades (Spring, -1971-72)

31 . Readiﬁg or‘Engiisﬁ (if secondary schobl) grades (Fall, 1972-73)
32’ | -Reading or English (if secondary §Ehooi)_grades‘(Sprin;,ﬂl972-73)
33 Re#dipg or English (if secondary school)‘gfadés (Fall,'1973-74)
34 Reéding or English (if'secondary"schoql) grades (Spring, 1973-74;\

For all varihbles concerning grades of éubjeéf“(cards 17-27), Ehé following
Table presents the method of coding., . '

-~ ' I 1T 111 v
g =
Code Valugt 5 Grade 4 Grade, 3 Grade 2 Grade
for Cum Record Levels . Levels . Levels " Levels
1 F v U’
2 D I N uy N U N
L 4 . "
3 C Sz S S S S P
4 B E 0 E O q )
5 A
6 . ~
U = Unsatisfactory - ' ,
I,N = Needs to improve or some variant
S = Satisfactory
P = Pass
E = Excellent . .
0 = Qutstanding v . /

For "U", "N" or equivalent in columns III & IV, assign a "2" unless definite
information exists indicating failuie, in whfﬂh_case assign a "1." For columns
IT & IIT "E" or "O" or the equivalent can-be codes as a "4" or "5"; Code "E"

or "0" as "5" if your scan of the cum records indicates "E" or "O" occurs., -

,10-0" - o
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.. EMR Transitional Study
_ S o ‘ c-19" '
¢ card No. 18 o . , . .

Column No, - Variable
1-2 . District Code Number
" 3-6 ’ Subject Code Number c
7-34 uéiti;enship maiksﬂfof Reading or Englisﬁ.
-~ (See Card 17 for column & coding breakdown.)
Card No. 19 ' B _ | I : B
1-2° District Code Number _ _ B
- 3-6 ~ Subject Code Number
A‘ 7=34 . Mathematics marks :
. : (See Card 17 for column: & coding breakdown ) o )
N Card No. 20 . ’ ’
‘ 1-2° i District Coée Number
| 3-6 Subjecf'Code Numbe? @ N ’
7-34 _Citizenship marks for Mathematics :
. ® . - (See Card 17 for column & coding breakdown.)
Card No. 21 \ : - -7 e
1-5"-7 District Code'quber )
3-6 - " Subject Code Number
7-34 DPractlcal Arts Marks such as any shpp course for boys, home
¢ economics for girls. -
(See Card 17 for column & coding breakdown ]
. Card No. 22 .
1-2 ° District Code'Nﬁmbér- ‘ o \- . .
3&5 Subject dee Number
7-34 Citizenship magks for Practical Arts

(See Card 17 for column & coding breakdown.)

(G
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EMR Transltmonal Study

e . ‘ C"r,o a
Card No. 23 LS .
% . - .
Column No. Variable B N i
1-2 District. Code Nember A . ° A <
. ' e ; ’ 1
3-~6 Subject Code Number : o 4
‘7=34 Marks for second Practical Arts codrse ' i
. (Sze Caxd 17 for column & coding breakdown.) -
‘Card No. 24
1-2 Déstricf Code Number . .
3-6 -Subject Code Number . .
7-34 thlzenshlp marks for second anctlcal Arts course
(See Card 17 for column & coding "breakdown.)
» o ) N - . i . -t ’ ,V
card No. 25 goe ' .
’ 1-2 District Code Number o -

3-6 Subject Code Number ,Q
7-34 Physical Educat:on marks
. R . (See Card 17 fcr Lolurm‘& coding breakdown.)
Card No., 26 °
1-2 District Code Number
3-6 Subject Code Number, i )
7-34 Citizenship marks for. Phyu1ca1 Education -

- (See Card 17 for column & coding breakdown.)
Card No, 27 v - ( s
1-2 ‘District Code Nugber. . v
3-6 Subjecrt Cbﬂe Number
7-34 General Citizenship marks ’

(See Card 17 for column & coding breakdown.)
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. - . PR ./ |
S EMR Trans:.tlonal Study
| g : : g © Cc=21 :
Card No. 28 : : e
' - - \
g ) .
. Column No. Variable
1-2 ~ District Code Nuiniber . o Y ’
’ 3.5 Subject Code Number R . ' - ‘ '
7-34 .Biacements for 1960-61 Eb 1973-74 academic yeérs
1 Regular class, hever EMR ‘ o
3 Decertified, regular class”
 } 4 Decertified, EH
S 5 Decertified, returned to EMR
w 6 Décertified, Other special class
. _ 7 Decertlfled Continuation school -t -
8 Regular’ class match, other special class placement, never EMR
9 TMR
Card No. 29 , S _ ’ | . S
1-2 o Diétrict Code Number - ‘ o <
3-6 ' Subjeét Code Number .
MENTAL ABILITY - : : S o
a oL 1 High-Average Mental Ability , e
2 Low Mental Ability s .
2 . 3 Improving . .
- - 4 Combination of 1 & 3
5 Combination of 2 & 3
7-8 Mental Ability - 1960-61 |
9-10 Mental Ability - 1961-62
11-12 Mental Ability - 1962-63
13414 Mental Ability - 1963-64
15-16 Mental Ability - 1964-65
., 17=18 Mental Ability - 1965-66
19-20 ~ * Merttal Ability -~ 1966-67
21-22 Mental .Ability - 1967-68
- - 23-24 ;. Mental Ability ~ 1968=69 - o ’
- 25-26 *7 .. Mental Ability - 1969-70 ' T '
v 27-28 . Mental Ability - 1970-71
©.29-30", * Meatal Ability - 1971-72
31-32 - Mental Ability - 1972-73
33-34- Mental_Ability - 1973-74 |
§
=~ ,GENERAL ACADEMIC COMPETENCE ) <
1 High;Avgrage Academic Competence- o o

‘2 Low Academic Competence_

3 Improving

4 Combination of 1 & 3

. 5 Combination.of 2 & 3

[ERJ!:‘ e 6 Child shows regression in- academlc competence

J.()t; T C r




F S A e S . "EMR 'T‘rans;j_c}onal Qf‘ndL_"

. ~ c- 22
Card No. 29 ' i 5
Columm No, Variable‘ °
35+#6 General Academic Competence - 1960-61 )
37-38 -General Academic Competence - 1961-62
39-40 General Academic Competence - 1962-63 |
41=42 General Academit Competence - 1963-64 .

43-44 -, General Academic Competence - 1964-65
45-46 General Academic Competence - 1965-66. -
47-48" General Academic Competence - 1966-67
49-50 " General Academic mpetence - 1967-68
\ , 51-52 . ' General Academic _ompetence - 1968-69
53=-54 General Academic Competence - 1969-70
55=56 General Academic Competence - 1970-71-
_37-58, ' General Academic Competence - 1971- 72~
59-60 General Academic Competence - 1972-73
61-62 General Academic Competence - 1973-74
Card No. 30
1;2_' Distgict Code Number
3-6 SubJect Code Number P
T 7=34 N ACADEMIC COMPETENCE (Math) 1960 61 to 1973~ 74 .
3
1 High-Average Math Competence
2 Low Math Competence
‘ o 3 Improving :
- o 4 Combination of 1 & 3 = . -
- 5 Combination of 2 & 3
6 Child shows regression in math ab111ty
4 ’ 35-62 ACADEMIC COMPETENCE (Réadlng) 1960-61 to 1973-74
* 1 High-Average Reading Competence
2- Low Reading Competence
3 Improving - .
4 Combination of 1 & 3 . . :
5 Combination of 2 & 3 . ' ST T

"6 Child shows regressidn in reading ability

Card No, 31 ;
1-2 District Code Number ) :

, , y - ,
3-6 , Subject Code Number T

1E Q o B '1()f1




N . Sl e ey, '; - EMR Irans1t10nai Study
- . ) v c~23
Card No. 31 : N TN .
Column No. Variable - g )
e 7-34 ° COMPETENCE IN ENGLISH (Language Usage) 1960-61 to 1973-74
1 High~=Average Competence . .
) . 2 Low Competence . - A
: - .3 Improving .
- 4 Combination of 1 & 3 ) ’
5 Combination of 2 & 3 . ¢ ’
a:., )
. 35-62 CLASS WORK HABITS -- 1960-61 to 1973-74
1 Positive o » : _ ' -
2 Negative
Card No. 32
SR Y District Code Number -
3-6 ' Subject Code Number . *
7-34 . CLASS ADJUSTMENT AFFECTIVE (Discipline) 1960-61 to 1973~ 74
-1 Positive
2 Negative
35-62 , PEER RELATTONSHIPS IN THE CLASSROOM & SCHOOLYARD -- 1960 61 to
1973-74 :
1 High-Average Peer Relationships
2 Rejected by peers "
3 Rejects peers
4 Undefined Problems
5 Improving .
6 Combination of 2 & 5-
s 7 Combination of 4 & 5 .
8 Combination of 1 & 3~ ~ , >
card No. 33  * - - | Cee s
s 1-2 . District Code Number BN
3-6 Subject Code Number
, 7-34 ¢ CHRONIC ABSENTEEISM -~ 1960-61 to 1973-74
{ R 1 Medical -
2 Non-Medical -
3 Reason not recorded
Q ' - : ' ‘ ‘
| S 106 .
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' . . - _ EMR Transitional Study

] . < & . C-24 » . “
Card No. 33 : - ' e ”
4-". L . " 4 ‘1" - : ve . S, \ .
| = 7 S
Column No, Variable’ . T ’ 4
. 35-62° - TEACHER RECOMMENDATIGN -- 1960-61 to 1973-74
1 Should be retained . L
2 Should return to EMR ’
3 Should return to regular classroom ' T~ 0
. ‘ 4 Should be placed in special class
=\ 5 Should be tested for possible alternative p}acement v
/ co . . .
’ card No. 34
o5 ,i ‘
S 1-2 . ' District Code Number
"'// Y ° - .
- 3-6 . Subject Code Number
- 7-12 ' DIAGNOSTIC RELATED PROBLEMS -- 1960-1961
One spéce per. problem; more than one problem can be- noted. » -
‘ o R - " . .
1 Speech o .
2 Perceptual-Motor
3 Medical ) : ‘ ‘ B
4 Visual . : ¥
5 Hearing
6 Other
13-18 -~ Diagnostic Related Problems (1961-1962) . )
19-24 Diagnostic Related Problems (1962-1963) ' - X
25-30 Diagnostic Related Problems (1963-1964) e »
31-36 Diagnostic Related Problems (1964~1965)
37-42 Diagnostic-Related Problems (1965-1966)
43-48 Diagnostic Related Problems (1966-1967)
o, Card Yo, 35
) 1-2 District Code Number 4
N . 3-6 Stbject Code Number
7-12 DIAGNOSTIC RELATED PROBLEMS -- 1967-1968
(See columns 7-12 of Card No. 34)
13-18 Diagnogtic Related Problems (1968-1969)
19-24 ' Diagnostic Related Problems (1969-1970)
2 25-30 Diagnostic Related Problems (1970-1971)
31-36 Diagnostic Related Problems (1971-1972)
37-42 Diagnostic Related Problems (1972-1973) |
43-48

Diagnostic Related Problems (1973-1974)

’
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Card No. 37

1-2

' 12-16

17-21
22-26
27-31
32-36
37-41

Special

4

District Code Number

Subject Code Number

SPECTAL SERVICES RECEIVED
(See columns 7-11 of Card

Special
Special
Special
Special
Special
Special

Services
Services
Services
Services
Services

Services

Received
Received
-Received
Received
Received
Received

107
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-- 1967-1968
No. 36)

' (1968-1969)

(1969-1970)
(1970-1971)

(1971-1972)

(1972-1973)
(1973-1974)

J - . ) ‘ ~ .
. ~ - EMR Transitional Study N
- Cf25 < ~3 Toe
Card No.*36 '
. N - . Yy
Y \) . ¢ . ‘ - )
C8lumn No, Variable . -
— i - CEmmmen < © ) B : ‘4 . =
1-2 " District Tode Number L Mo "
3-6 Subject Code Number . o o ’
. o t ‘ "‘ . . ~ - . .
7-11 SPECIAL SERVICES.RECEIVED -- 1960~1961 : .
1 Speech Therapy - ' . T . ’ - L
4 2-Medication ' » > T too
- 3 Perceptual Motor Training ' ' f -
4 Tutoring y - " o - .
5 Other ) - o B
12-16 Special Services Received (1961-1962) . )
17-21 Special Services Received (1962-1963) .
22-26" Specidl Services Received (1963-1964)
27-31 Special Services Received (1964-1965)
32-36 * Special -Services Received (1965-1966)
37-41 Services Received (1966-1967)




EMR Transitional Study

. o ' o N Cc-26
. ‘Card No. 38- . ° - - z.
> . . B . . ‘I
Column No. - Variable , be - s
“ . Mh- r i S i e '()p \ °
e l=2v District Code Number, = ,
Nl 3 3-6 - Subject‘bbde:Numbérﬁ . .
o . : -
7-9 . ‘School Code Number T ) _ g . .
,10-12'” Teachér Code Number ~ o
3 ' . 130 ﬂ:vn7. quld this ‘student in your ,judgment ‘be able to ‘get altng
‘ - " in school if he (she) were ‘reassigned to a regular program? -
r PR 1 No ’ ‘- { . M M v J/ . ) . ', : [T
) . 2 Only if given tran51t10n help ‘
) 3 Yes, even without: transition help.
o ' . -+ "4 1 don't know . . » d § "
14 . - 8., Even if you answered #2 or #3 above, do fbu believe he
. (she) would be better off staying in special class?
) ° 1, . ’ ! [ 3 - J_ ! . 1 Yes et ) - * . ’ .
B R . (3] ‘ 2 No . . ' ' B ‘ N

. ‘ o . '3 Don't know

e 13 . 9. .Were you an EMR teacher when all EMRs were re- evaluated
' s (about 1969 1972)7? » - S
. ) . - ' 5(
1 Yes - ’ , - -
2 NO e Lo "1'7 ~ -~ .

. ' 10. 1If yes, and many EMRS were yeassigned, how did 1t *affect
the EMR class? (Mark a11 that apgly )

ro 16 " l.Lowered the average 1earn1ng 1eve1 o
17 . 1 Reduced behavioral problems SO S . :
18 1 Increased behavioral problems : ‘
- 19 . ~ .1 Took away some good 1n-c1ass helpers ' ’
20 ’ : 1 Other (spe01fy)'- . . -
. 21 1. What kind of a class would you say ' is in?

(Check only one.)

1 Predominatefy'high ability group
2 Predomigately low ability group-
3 Combination of various ability groups
22 "2, Your class level ' is listed ‘as the g th grade, What -
‘ proportion of tie students in the class do you believe -
. or know to read &t or above this grade 1eve1?m ’ }

(Check only one.) . .
P ! Mo;e'than half )
: : : 2 Abdut half . . P ‘
3 Under half . » .

4 Very few S ] - < o

;> N ’ . -

[
O
o

S




. Card No., 38

A . | ' EMR'Transitienal Study
— ‘ c-27

Variable . L : ‘

. Column No?

23 . 3,

2% . 4.
< L :
S .- 25-26 5.
2
6.
27
/
28
'.’
29 3,

‘Mark also what you judge to be

wanother school agent for discipline problems7

Mark what you judge to°‘be 's own achievement level
among the class members ,as you have observed it somewhere
from 1to5 on this scale. -
[l

. 1 Very Low - /

2 Below Average —~ .

3 Average. ' - -

4 Above Average .

5 Highest ,
's general social
acceptance among his (her) classmates in this class.

Very Low

Below Average: .
Avirage i
Above Average

Highest “

*

many times have you referred

v WK =

to ‘the principal or
(Write
"If you do not have actual numbers, please -

How

2

number below. -
estimate.).

beeﬁ absent and tardy from your class
(Check appropriate boxes.)

How often has
over the past academic year7

-

‘Absent from class . P

1 Never

2 Rarely

3 Sometimes :
4 Often .
5 Frequently ‘ #

-—

Tardiness ‘ N . &

1 Never , .
2 Rarely : ' .
3 Sometimes . )

* 4 Often ¢
5 Frequently ' B

Mark also what you judge to be 's general social
acceptance:among srudent groups in this sthool unit.

1 Very Low .

2 Below Average .

3 Average .

4 Above Average . . )
5 Highest .

105




. ' . ' o .~ EMR Transitional .Study
9 ‘ } . Cc-28 : Ca
Card No. 38 ;

Column No. . Variable

;119 Have the parents of e1ther student contacted you aboné his
- special needs durlng\this school year?- (Mark number -bf
~ times below; if answer is none, mark appropriate statement. )

: . 37-39 1 Yes, for R about . times
- - 1 No for
. &"
40 13, What do you know or have heard about the success of the

‘reassigned EMR students?
41 - . There was unqualified success in the regular,program for:
1 All (90-100% of reassigned students)

K 2 Most (50<89%)
. _— | 3 Some (10-49%) , _ N

{ o ‘ 4 Few (under 10%) AN T
» 5 Don't know , N \\ .
42 Academic difficulty was experienced 1n the' regular program
for: .

amrt -

1 All (90~lOOA of reass1gned students)
..2 . Most- £50=89%) e s et s+ s e e e
3 Some (10-49%) . ‘ ‘

4 Few (under 10%) . : R b

'5 Don' t know :

43 ' ‘ Behavicral problems occurred in the regular program for: ’
.' | _ 1 All (90-100% of reassigned students) 6o
" 2 Most (50-89%) - v

. - 3 Some (10-497%)
: 4 Few (under 10%)
: o "~ 5 Don't know

4 : Unqualified acceptance ‘of -the tran51t10na1 students was,
given By regular teachers for:

1 A11 (90 -100% of reassigned students)

- ™ 2 Most (50-89%) -
. ///3 3 Some (10-49%) o
‘ 4 Few (under 10%)

5 Don't know

45 Unqualified acceptance of the tran51t10na1 students was given}'.”“
— » by regular class peers for: ‘ : -

¢ . 1 All (90-100% of reassigned students)
’ , .2 Most (50-89%) S s
. 3 Some (10-49%) e ’
o 4 Few {under 10%) w .
' 5 Don't know ° o ‘ . .
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Card No. 38

Columi No.

o

o B " BMR Transitional Study °
- c-29

Variable

46
47

- 48

49

50

51

52

53

54

55

56
57
58

59

12,

<3

13.

14,

For the trans1t1ona1 student, did the program: (Marl/all
that apply )

“

1 Aid him in coping with regular academ1c program
1 Help him to adjust to diffdrent school situations
1 Other (specify):

1L Help him stay in school eé

Type of student
1 Decertified
2 EMR ‘ - “
3*Regular Match ' f

was a transition student, once haV1ng been in an

" EMR :placement. He (she) presumably has received some help
. for his (her) special learning needs. If so, was the help

given to you, or to him (her), or a combination?

1 To him (her) (as through a tutor or aide),

2 To me, consultation and materials given ta help
him (her) and others

3 A _combination . -

4 No help has been prov1ded “at 1east to me

5 Other (explain): -

If support of some kind-*was. prov1ded for . _'s education,
how do you evaluate 1t7 ’

1 It was of great value
2 It-was soméwhat' helpful
3 It was of little or no value
v 4 Does- not apply,'no help given to me

1f support or ass1stance of "any kind’ whatsoever has been

~ provided, identify it here. (Mark all that apply.)

>

1 volunteers ' : .
1 Instructional’ ‘aide '

1 School-district tutors, such as resource teachers

1 Resource room for children e

1 Resoufce teacher consultation - - . 7

1 Case history information to help understand special

needs presented by counselor or other personnel
-1 Other (please 1nd1cate what) ‘

3




e
3

EMR Transitional Study

: c-30
Card No, 38
Column No. Variable '
60 " 15. How would you eva]uate techniques you used in teaching (e.g.,

discussions) prior to' receiving transltlonal students, to
work with transltional students? :

1 Poorly - , L , . S
2 Poorly-Average '

3 Average ‘ ,' . .
.4 Average-Very Well N

5 Very Well : v o
 Very Well _\\
Comments: ' - o

‘61 ' 16, How would you evaluate materials you used in teaching o
(books, work sheets), prior to receiving transitional
students, to work with the transitional students?

-1 Poorly
) 2 Poorly-Average
T 3 Average
4 Average-Very Well
5 Very Well

Comments :

62 '17. Did having the transitional student in any way have an
impact upon your instruction for the remainder of the class.

1 Yés» - . ) -
2 No .
3 Uncertain

-

"18, Explain how this affected your class. (Mark all that apply,
and %ﬁ needed add your own cggment): _

P

‘ ‘ 63 -1 Extra assistance had to be provided°'took timé and
° ' . © energy :
64 1 Class disruption through his behavior N
65 1 Others picked on him
66 1- Had to prepare materials specifidally for him . .
- 67 . 1 Take time to work with aide, tuton, volunteers, etc.
e 68 " 1 Other:
69 ' Because your response to the above is anonymous, pléase
provide a little statistical information about yourself as
’ the teacher: . _ e
I?Male
2. Female .
70 Years of experience teaching at about this .level:
e 1 One year

2'Two to four years
: , 3. 5-10 years
o ' 4 11 or more yedrs
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DR Transitional Study.

' : . C=31 .. |
Card No, 38 ‘f' ' N
Column No. Variable o . _ E
- 71-72 v Totai other year# of teaching: “ . years
73%74 Total special cﬁass expérience‘in”the EMRuor»épecialw
, . training class, if any: years - :
75 Ethnic membership:
1 Anglo o
2 Black ‘
3 Mexican R
4 Oriental
5 Other
o o
Ab: 113 v. o 3




EMR Transitional S tudy

- ‘ - C=32
Card No. 42
‘Column No. - Variable
1-2° District Qode Number - b
3-6 . Subject Code Number .
o ii Reason for referral,from‘teacher (initial EMR placement) P
7, 1 Personal, social adjustment ’
8 1 Achievement o
9 1 Not recorded v . B :
10 - ‘1 Other : : : e
2. Reason for referral from psychologist (initial EMR |placement)
11 A 1 Persbnal
12 . .1 Achievement °
. 13 1 Not recorded ; .
—— <1l 1 Other ,\ . o C S LY
3, Persuasive element in A & D leading to EMR status e
15 1 Low I.Q. |
16 . 1 .__‘ow achlevement i .,,':‘ i e ,_,'_"( .
17 1 Poor personal, social adjustment
18 1 Poor adaptive behavior
19 .1 Not recorded :
20- 1 Other ,
21 4, Did teacher recommend return to regular -class prior to 19699
, 1 Yes~
- 2 No (If negative recommendation is recorded)
- T 3 No record .of teacher recommendation .
o, 22-27 Note date if yes giVen above=~2 spaces per:Academic iear,u\
.28 5. Was there formal documentation that case was considered by
' * A& D committee prior to decertification? .
1 Yes o ,
. 2 No
< 29-34 . Noté dates if yes given above——Z spaces per Academic year.
6. Reasons' for. referral for most’ recent reevaluation of . )
non-decertif‘ed EMR'S. -
35 1 Regular, mandated reeyaluation ' '
36 1 Good behavior, social adjustment .
37 "1 Poor behavior, social adjustment ’
38 -+ 1 Good achievement » o T e
.39 ..__ - 1 Poor athievemen ' o . o
40 1 Not recorded : 1 ) 1
41 1 Other ‘ ‘ '
114 7




EMR Transitional Study

- - C=33
Card No. 42
Column No, Variable
42 ) Blank
7. Reasons why not decertified
- 43 e e e 1 LOW I Q. LT T ‘;. ﬁ O T e i e
44 1 Low achievement ' -
45 1 Poor personal, social adjustment
46 'l Poor adaptive behavior
47 1 Not recorded
48 1 Other
49 8. Number of prior reevaluations of non-decertified EMR's,

- -Note frequency.

a

9. Referral reason from teacher at time of decertification,

.50 - 1 Regular,_mandated reevaluation
51 1 Good behavior, social adjustment
‘52 1 Poor behavior, social adjustment :
53 1 Good achievement |
54 1°Poor achievememt——, . L
55 1 Not recorded S \
56 1 No official decertification ’
57 . 1 Other
10. Refenral reason from psychologlst at time of decertification,
58 N B Regular, mandated reevaluation '
59 1 Good behavior, social adjustment
60 1 Poor behavior, social ad justment
. 61 . 1 Good achievement )
62 1 Poor achievement )
63 1 Not recorded
64 1 No official decertification
65 " 1 Other
*11. Persudsive element in the & & D conterence that led to
decertifigation. )
66 1 High I Q.
67 1 High achievement
68 1 Good social ‘ad justment
69 .1 Goed adaptive behaviOr
70 1 Not recorded
1. 1 No official decertification~
72 ~ 1 Other -
73 .+ 12¢—-Was there a clear, official A & D conference record?
. o v
.1 Yes - : ‘ ° ..
2 No . Y . ‘ ) z ) )
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Card No. 42

Column No.

'EME_Trénsitional Study
Cc-34-

Variable

75 14

Was a new p§y¢hologichl work-up done on-the-subject at the

time_qﬁ decertification?

1 Complete reevaluation
2 Committee review without testing
3 No work=-up B

Any notations that child has been seen or any follow-up
done since time of decertification?

1ers
2 No




[ e - APPENDIX D

Dissemination Activity to Date

< . Based on OEG=0=73<5263 ~ "

EMC ) ) | : - ] ‘ . - . o - |

PAruntext provided by enic I .
- TAPAAN - . -




" Dissemination Actavity to Date

' Based on OEG-0-73-5263 -

1

- Papers Published and in Press
. - «

Jones, M..?,, & Yoshida, R. K« Fortran IV program to determine.the proper .

‘sequence of records in datafile. ~ Educational-and Psycholagical Measure-

- L .
ment. In press. .
= A

‘

‘MacMillan, D. L.- The effect of experimental success and failure on’the ’

*

situational expeétancy'of EMK; and nonretarded children. American

3

.+ Journal of Mental Deficiency, 1975, 80(1), 90-95. R :
R MacMillaﬁ, D. L., Jones,'ﬁva., & Aloia, G. F. The mentally retarded label:

"+ A theoretical anaylsis and review of research. American Journal ‘of

~

Mental Deficiency, 1974, 79(3), 241-261.

A 0

- N
MacMillan, D. L., & Wright, D. Outer directednesé‘in children of 3 ages

L) &
A

as a function of experimentally induced success and failure. Journal of

Educational Psychology, 1974, 66(6), 919-925. ‘

‘ . I3

Meyers, C. E.,‘Sundstrom, P. E., & Yoshida, R. K. The school psychologist

/- ) . .
and assessment in special education: A report of an Ad Hoc Committee

of Division 16. school Psychology Monographs. ‘1974, 2(1), 3-57.

-

Yoshida, R. K. Out-of-level testing of special education students with a o -
. _ o i

standardized achievement battery. Journal of Educational Measurement.

In press. ' ) » a » ' .

Yoshida, R. K., & Meyers, C,FE. Effects of-labe;ing as EMR on teachers - .

expectancies for change in a student's performance. Journal of Edu-

+

cational Psychology, 1975, 67, 521-527. .

@ ~N
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2
éé;éis Completed aﬁd in Editorial Consideration '
’ MééMillan, D. L., Jonés, R. L., & ngers, C. E.: Mainst{eéming;;he mildly
retarded:"uSome questions and cautions.i;Submitted t;Ahenéal Retardation. //)f'
Yééhida, R. K. Point, counterpoint: Anﬂé;aluaﬁioh of ﬁhe teacﬂgr ex- ‘ ;//

pectancy vaxiable for the mildly retarded student. Submitted to Journal

of Spedial,Education°

Conference Presentations and Addresses

MacMillan, D. L. Effect of litigation on~programs for the educable mentally

retarded in California. -American Associatior on Mental Deficiency, Atlanta,

Georgia, May 30, 1973.' . , B} e —

MacMillan, D. L. » Consequences of decertification of EMR children. Joint

ican Association

on Mental Deficiency, Toronto, June 4} 1974.
MacMillan, D. L. Status shifts in mildly retarded children " American
s . ’ . 4
Association on Mental Deficiency & Américan Academy on Mental Deficiency

Y
[

Toronto, .June 4, 1974.

MacMillan, D. L. Research on mainstreaming: Promise and reality. Keynote

-

address, .conference on mainstfeaﬁing_ Sponsored by USOE.and University

of Miami, San Diego, California, December 16, 1974.

MacMillan, D. L. Folibw;gp report on sgécial education placement. Sponsored -
by University of Connecticut, Technical Assistance Department for State
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DE»ERIIFICATION OF EMR' STUDENTS IN THE INNER CITY
A Preliminary Report1 /
CEC New York 1974 | Cor

. , _ 2
C. E. Mbyersz, D. L. MacMillan3, and R. K. Yoshida

In‘l969 California changed the guidelines.for»adnisaion»to special
.-class for. the EMR and_it also nlandated‘ a reassessm‘ent of e.ver'y' current
BEMR placement. !heee actions were in response to agreements reached in
civil rights class action 1itigation, based primarily upon the claim
%hat biased teating led to. the obvious overpreeentation of-ethnic minority
children in'speciaT classes. ;The'new guideiines like the old were
eipreaaed in psychometric terms: lowered maximum IQ, mandated utiliza--
tion of nonverbai IQR, and testing in the better } rangu ge in the case
of bilingual children. The decertification and return to regular class
and regular program, then, were done pretty ‘much in terms of the
3implified popular conception of how a child was to be identified for
EMR rather_than,for his educational need.

ﬂThe resulting nhoiesale decertificgtion led probably to one of the
largest changeopers from one school program'to another ever experienced,*

( by school districts not prepared and sometimes un90mprehending of what

happened, Somewhere between511,000“and 18,000 EMR students were reassigned,'

»

i Pebant
- e s

iiio_!LEfeparation of this mannscript was supported in part by a grant from
‘the U,S, Office of Education, No. .0-73-5263. The opinions expressed
" herein do ¥R necessar11y=ref1ect .the position or policy of the U.S,
. Office of Educa B gnd no official endorsement by the U,S, Office of.
" Education shpuld be _ferred° - o e .

3
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— in most instances to mainatream, in the period of the 1969 through 1972

’

- school years.

It was obvious from the beginning that the passage of a law could

_not in itself make a better learner out of one who had exper‘enced
1]

classroom failure sometide before. Our study of the educational fatelib
of this group, now in progress, is supported by the USOE. The study
seeks to determine what. happened to the decertified learners, whether
or not‘they succeeded, vhether they are still in school,rhow the program

e

of. transitional help, if one'existed, was conducted .and whether it was

i. helpful how the experience affscted the regular pupils, how the whole

massive episode might feed back upon the system to improve the

. peraona‘ization of educational programming. Our study samples 11
districts representative of the State in ethnicity, size, and geographi-
cal distribution. We report here today only upon some limited information

_lin two of the 12 Administrative Areas of -the Los Angeles District.

k Table 1 presenrs information on *he total District and on the two | .

Areas. Los Angeles is the second largest school districtlin the USA
in enrollment,ﬂwith a broad representation of SESland”ethnic”groups.~f* S =

‘HAdministrative Area One, withtan“enrollment of over'50,000 total,
kindergarten through 12, is largely black in ethnicity, ‘80 we are
studving it for particular inner-city type issues, hnngh the SES level
of Area One ranges up into middle class. Administrative Area Two, with
an even larger enrollment, characterizes the total District in its

Tspread of SES and ethnicity,,tnough it has a larger proportion of Anglos

. than the District as a whol e, _Thus we_study Axea Two for data which

>

compare ethnic groups in a way which we can generalize to the whole

. District,




The lsrger‘portion of Table 1 develops information onvArea Two'si
deccrtified children. By a painstaking andlexpensive probe into the
records and alot of cross-checking, we established”that there were over- .
1100 student,_in EMR lists of the time period 1969 1972. Of these; 154
are not in the study in that their decertification came through parent ,

f;pressure rather than the mandate of law or was accomplished outside our

P
By e 7

';ﬁtime limits, or was a case‘of,doubtful EMR authenticity. We are left

AR Jibu 959 pure cases of EMR students who werewcandidates for mandated

-

reassessment and decertification with reaSSignment. If vou will ccmpare

the ethnic proportions in line 3 for total enrollment with those of

Y

.1inc“6, you will observe the. overrepresentation of the two major ethnic’
;minority children in EMR classes at that time, the differential being
more or less true for the whole District and the wnole ‘State. (The

¢

word "Chicanc" used here has become more or less standard for Spanish

surnamed'peopie, at least 90% Mexican-Anerican:) - -

:"ne'7 indicates that, of the 959 ﬁhre‘cases of EMR students

* eligible for decertification, nearly half were indeed decertified

while over half were not. However, decertification percent was related

to ethnicity, being higher for the ethnic minorities. Line 8 shows

that only 37% of the Anglos were mainstreamed while it wss'51% for

“acks and 567% for the Chicanos. . This result is consonant with & ——
'hypothesis which derives from knowing that children hav:eu been put into

’EMR classes for compounded reasons over and above marginal intelligence,
‘such as poor learning plus behavior or other complication -- at least

-

there is a bias in teacher-referral for potential EMR placement. .Thus.

=

.the ethnic minority children are more likely than the Anglo to have
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experienceﬂ compcunded cacse for class failure_and also for low IQs, o .
especially verbal. Such cases are thus more likely to becoﬁe decertifieq
by aéplication»of new guidelines celimited to psychometric eccres. |

. So far as State-wide data on decertificatlon have been gathered
"up to this time, as rep0rted by the St:...w itself or through our efforts
or those of othersa the Spanishengmed*(Chicano) students' have the greatest
~ -proportion of their numbers decertified, the Blacks next,'as we ehow |
here. waever, we note that decertification did not by any means
remove the minority disprcporticn of the remaining noﬂdecertified EMR
students. TheﬂFeduction-is e;own by comparing line 6, before decertifi:
cation, with line 9, those.EMR not decertified. For example, the
Chicano proportion is down from 39.2% of the tctal EMR before decertifi~"
cation to 33.3%. It is evident‘tﬁat here, as repqrted ir generaL fcr
-the State, decertificatior By mandate.ﬁas made only a modest reduction
in ghe disproportion.‘ _. |

.It has been said that the EMR who is Anglo.fe,more likely to be a |
'so-called "true MR" case. The data here tend to bear that out, bct
still, over e third of Anglos were decertified. However, we draw
attention to amother way of perceiving the considerable overrebreaenta-
tion of Blacks and Chlcanos ;n the original or the reduced EMR lists,
lines 6 end_9, at the same tiﬁe.drawing attention to the underrepresenta<

.  d
tion of Anglos. This becomes. apparent if one notes what is either the

14

ori;inal or the reduced proportion of EMR for each of the ethnic groups.
Thus thes 253 Anglo - a,'in line 6, were only 7/10 of one percent of
total Anglos shown in line 3, while tﬁe 266 Blacks were 4.6% of their

.

total numbeér and the i31 Chicanos are 2.97 of total Chicano enrollment,




The rclationships'among,the 3 ethnic groups are not much‘changedpif we
take the residual EMR's in line 9 as percentages of total ethnic enroll-
ment in line“3 The percentages for Anglo, Black, and Chicano are now

4/10 of 1 percent 4.2%, and 2,3% respectively. This is in part an SES ,-

and housing pattern differential it is true. Butnthe same thing (the

under one percent for Anglos, the over 2% for the minorities) is true in

State-wide data. - . S . ' <

Not showm in Table“ljis that, of the originsgl 1istvof 939 pure
cases of EMR, males were nearly 60%, female students over. 40%. ;Lines‘7
' 2 ’.”__,,,___’—-——‘—“——-‘-—_—___—7 N . - - .
und7§_ghgu/thatfth§7decertificatiOn was a little more frequent, propor-

rrtionally, for the males‘than the females, reduring the disparity a bit
among'those left in.EMR. 'This result is consonant'with ‘the” often stated '
o comment that males, like minority students, have more complex problems
on top of any mild mental retardation, than females._ The difference
reported for minority groups compared with Anglos holds also for- males
compared with females? - ‘ :.“., |
s We are gathering the"same_ktnd‘of'tnformatiOﬁ“shﬁwn here‘for “Area
-One and Area Three of Los Angeles and for 10 other California districts.
We are at this moment giving our own acnievement tests to' small random
| esmplesaogythe decestified in all uistriqts, interviewing teachers,
| studying drop out and absence-records, etc. For each randomly selected
decertified,swe study . two othervstndents oi the same seg,,ethnicity, and
"progrnm level. ’ .y | ‘ ‘i: N
We also want to gather special information as therlocallsituation

permits here and there. We wanted, for example to study the effects of

decertification and reassignment in a Black inner city. Area One of

ha

Los Angeles provides one epportunity. As the only possible way to secure

¥
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parent permission for spéciélsstudy‘éf the students in this Area was
to make a personal home call, the home call itself was utilized for
’ gathering some parént perception and judgment about their child's

education. Because the cost was very great, numbers had to be small.

We random sampled‘15 fromuamppg all the degertified in Area One, then

selected two matched contras;_éaseé fér each such decertified student,
~one a nondeceréified EMR of the same sex and,grogr;ﬁ 6r ggé level, thé ;
Aother a regular,class classmate of the decertified, also Bf th? samé
sex‘ani age or plaCEme;t level. Data for parent interview informatién”
are presentéd in fables 2, 3, and 4. The tables/givé in synoptic
qﬁesﬁioh form what tﬁg interviewer souéht; He did not simply ask =
blunt Estion, but conversed and gently probed. |
— Table 2 periains only to the decertified. Questioqﬂl gave nothiné‘
exciting. Question‘z indicates that the pareﬁt knew the return to
'ﬁainstream had been @ade, ané question 3 that they favored the return to
V_QQinét?eam,H“Wgnqannqgrgx?lginVtherresults pﬁ question 4,.in showing
1“W~~thtt*not~a”single"respondent could say or recall that the schébl:had' :
" advised tged on how to help the student make the transition.
Table 3 qells about comparative pafent response for the decertifiéd
and the nondecertified EMR groups. Both-groups.of parents, in qucavs't-;i_.on —
6, appeared”t;\appreciaterthat the student did neéd;special help; and
in.question 7, that he was appérg?tly learning. Question 8 brings out
Afhe one cohtfasf worthy of note béé%gen thé groups Sf pa?ents ~= the
' EMR are not percei;ed to liké being in\speqial cléss;.while-the parents
\ , ) " ‘ _

of the decertified did not now, spring 1974, have a bad opinion of their,

f

child's previous placement there. Responses:tq 9 énd 10 are somewhat
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o e ’ - -

vdiaturbing ~= the infrequency of visits to special class shows perhaps 4 :
< a need for a District public relations effort. Question lO's responses’ |
indicate an inability of the najority of the parents to come up with a
fairly positive statement about an educational goal. |
Table 4 contains responses/to material_gatheredfon all three - -

. : 2 ) LI . .
* parent groups. One sharp difference occurred, in the response to the

question of whether’thelchild was perceived as liking to go to school.-
A definite or a qualified yes was given by the decertified and regular
class group of_parents, but not by the EMR parents. What is reflected
for question 11 here is like that for ouestion 8 above about not enjoying
special class. .
L In sunmary; then, our initial data have shown that the decertifi-
‘cation process has lowered EMR rolls considerably, approximately half
of ‘the Los Angeles students being decertified in the period following.
mandation of reassessment with changed guidelines. The decertification,
as predicted, favored the ethnic minority more than the Anglos, the
males slightly more than the females, but decertification made. only a
small reduction in the overrepresentation of the residual EMR rolls,
The findings here on Area Two are,dthrough extreme care"in re~creation
of lists and cross-checkings of all information, are solid data, and
are.consonant with rumored or less carefully gathered reports found )
elsewhere. ‘We will have other fairly pure'lists‘and certain findings
by thia'time next year in other districts. | |
As to the(hlack inner city study of parent responses, we have seen

that the parents recognized the need for spet:ial help, that the learner Vﬁ .

vas learning in special.clasa, that however they have not for the most

A ' o N

i[z Q : | ‘ | - '7- 7 _1;%4
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part ever visited the special clasﬁ nor have concrete suggestibns for
P . “\ o , - ) . .
> objectives. One striking matter is that the decertified child is

E perceived by his plrents in\fabqut the same way as the parénts-of the

 §,. . / EMk and contrast regular claés students are perceived, except that the

EMR are ceen as not liking special class, S .
.
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‘Table 2 ' Parent Interview Responses for 15 Inner City Decertified Students

« 1, How is he doing now, comparea with the .special class? -
better 6; same 7; more poorly 2; (n.s.) ~

2. Did you know he had been placed back in regular class?

. : yes 123 no 33; (p = .02) ,
: ‘ 3, Were you in favor of his removal to the regular program’ — ' .o~
= 7e5 103 no and don't know 5: (n.s.) - ' -
- e 4, Did the school advise you on how to help make the change? r
.yes 0; no aud don't know 15; (p = .01b)
5. 1Is he learning as much as or less than in special class? o
re 5; same 8 1ess 3; (mus.) ‘ . X

B

’

. Table 3 Parent Interview Responses for 15 Decertified and 15 Matched Non-
decertified EMR Inner City Students

R , | . Yes . No®  Signif. of Signif. of .
L - . . , . Yes-no Diff. Group Diff.  ~
: 6. Did, do you feel he needed ) ‘ o ‘ ‘
spegial education? Decert. 11 & .06 . n.s.
' _EMR - - 12 - 3 .02
7. Does, did.he seem to be
learning in special ‘ B . - o
elass’ , Decert, 11, o 4 .06 N.8, - *
. . EMR 13 "2 N ) § :
8. Does, did he seem to . . | o .
° enjoy special class? - Decert. 11 - 4 <06 .06
’ EMR - 5 10 n.s. . .
9, Did you ever visit the . S Co _ .
special class? Decert. 4 11 .06 .. NS,
to. : . EMR 0 i5 - 01
10. What would you like , : - .
done or to have been . e ‘
done in special class? - -+ Academic subject Vague res- ‘ mn.s.
or other objective ponse, don't
: mentioned " ©  know, other
> .
\ . - Decert.,’ 6 ;o ' © 9 n.s. -
- EMR -5 T 10
N . N N A ‘y
8 1No" sometimes includes "don't know," -etc. ~ ’ ¢ : .

b'Assnming p=q=}

‘ °_na-e& on a chi square test ' ¢
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Tablc 4 Inner’ City.Parent ResponSes for Matched Decertified £MR,
~and Regular Class Students.

i

"
”

3 ) : . o : !

I3
«

Groyp Diff,

- 11, DoeS'ydur child like being in SRR C
school? . ' : _— - . _ A
) g k ' ] . e . . ) a
Yes . - 1 1 5{.,“3 o _ 1'3. ’ 004
No and other 4 10 4
12, How does he get along i the
' neighborhood’ ' -
Satisfactor?,‘etc. 15 ‘ 13 14 . nts.
_ Other 0 -2 1 '
i . . R ‘ l . ’
13. How does he work at home and T
get along with others?’ /-
’ Satisfactory, etc.. 12 9 10 & N.S.
" other . i 6 5
14; Some other. placement more
helpful? - PR
- N " B w e
- Yes C 6 .. 5 5 . . M.8,
i : N
No, don't know, . .’
etc. - 9 © 10 10, /
' 15 Feel he may Have problems
functioning on“own after ’
graduation? ' ,
Definite yes, ;f 2
! qual. yes, etc. .12 10 11 -/ ’ n.s.
’ " Uncertain, no, etc., 3 5 Q/
S . . o ‘ , [ . ?
Fl
| /
8Based on Chi square test - o . { .
. ;
v ? ~

: . 138 ;

Decett. EMR Regular Signpificance of -

it
1

P4

*,
T

SR XN




a

-

Preliminary Findings on the Decertifichtion of Inner City EMRs

°

« C, EdwarduHeyersz, Donald L. MacMillan3, and Roland K. Yoshida
-
Presented at the Annual Joint Convention, American
Academy of Hental ‘Retardation and the AmericanAAssociation :
on! Mental Deficiency, Toronto, June, 1974

'Th'is#l.,preliminary report presenting some data 'and some methodo-

Y ‘logical'consideiations of a study, of students decertified from segregated

Y )

. EMR. classes and returned to regular class or other programs. Infl969'

California took several actions in response to civil rights class action
o

law suits which charged that EMR placement was accomplished through the _

, use of biased tests, One action was to change the guidelines for EMR
program}eligibility. Another was to require prompt and repeated re~
assessment of every present placement, with removal from EMR if the new
guidelines were not satisfied. Another was the mandated utilizatiun of
nonverbal instruments and those translated into the more common language
of the home in the instance of bilingual students. |

“s

lhe resulting decertifications constituted a wholesale changeover

.of'educational programming in a period of three years for somewhére

between 11,000 and 18 000 students in school districts - usually not ' ///;/;//////f///

prepared and sometimes uncomprehending of what had happened. Themnew///

i

"1 Preparation of this manuscript was supported in part by a grant from

* the Bureau of Education of the Handicapped, U.S, Office of Education,
No. 0-73-5263. The opinions expressed herein do not necessarily reflect
the position or policy of the U,S, Office of Education, and no cfficial
endorsement by the U S. Office of Education should be inferred, :

2 University of Southern California

-3 University of California, Riverside




>éligiﬁility guidelines like the old were expressed in simplistic

psychometrié terms, and thus the return to regular class was con- s
ducted more or less in the terms 6f the'simplified'popular cohceptidn

e of fiow a child,is to be identified for a program, without much mandated ." .
v .

regard fqr,his eéucational needs. It was obvious from the béginﬁing
* that the passage of a law could not in itself make a better learner CL .
X ] . © B

- ~ out of one who had éxperienced ciassroom failure sometime befofe.

£ We‘ﬁayxin passing say that the mandated changes will have gpod results.

' in thé'léhg ruh for they will evgntually focus upon educational need .

" rather than labels, but the changes have produced considerable upset’

in the short rin, including»somé risk to the students for whom the

-

a -

change was meant to heip.
Oﬁr study of this group, now in prdgress;.is supported by the

Bureau of Education of the ﬁahdic§pped, U.S, Officé of Education. The

california éituatioh'has_prbvidedfa huge laboratory for the exﬁhination
of the effects of such a sudden chahge upon the educational success of
___reassigned EMR students and of the many correlates of this success. It '

/ . - E]
also possible to determine thé effect of»such an essentially arbi- -

© is

. trary ‘change upon the system itself, the teachers, both regular class
and special, the instructional resodrces for individual differenceé},
the practice of school psycliology. . g

The present~inve§tigat10n feature§<the'study of cofrelgtes of

* \v '_“bﬁcgels of the decertified students, in contrast with regular class

«

' students who had never been segregated, and with EMR students, who.

were not decertified in thé same time period. Cdrrglates.include

pérsonalyinformation such as the usual age, séx, and ethnicity, some

ot




N details of the initial EMR identification, and at the timé of de-
\ certification. We.include district size and ethnic density: To . ‘,

~ the extent possible we study kinds of programs which the districts

LIS

| arranged, if any, to assist the student in transition. We study

" such outcomes as whether the-student remained in school or left ‘ R . o sy

o

early, if in school, what program, whether returned ‘to segregated

class or other special program, or a mainstreamed program, - For

»

eamplea of those still in school,we secure measures of achievement,

a

teacher “description, and cumulative record facts,

-

>

. The study centers in State-wide,districts of different size and
ethnic density, including three of the l2.administrative Areas of the
Los Angeles district, the second largest in the country, Which educates
between.a.fifth and a sinth of all the State's children,.thus in effect .
l3_"districts" in all, Each of the areas of Los Angeles'has an -‘ .
_enrollment as*large as the largestﬁother district of our study and .
larger than that of’ any but two other districts in California.
‘Our first methodological note is illustrated in the attempt to
'secure the proper sampling base. We have heard of reports of'the
'success of regular programming,of former segregated students, -about
.the comparative value of programs, andthe like. These have rarelyfv
o mentioned any sampling bias involved in studying today those to whom
something happened a year or more ago, a bias like studying the effects .
r‘of cancer surgery only on those who lived a couple vears. Districts |

were'quite happ' to let us evaluate their current so-called transition

students, and wondered why we did not pick up our samples in just those

12




- portions of the three main ethni¢ groups in the State for total pupil

registration in 1969,*whi1e line.2 shows the‘proportion of each ethnic

contributed by the’ ethnic groups, to be compared with proportions in line

'Honiy'been slightly corrected as of the ¢lose of last school year. The

&

schools which conveniently had the largest nUmhers. We had to point out

" to them that we wanted also to know what happened to those who were no

longer atound and those who were decertified but not in transitionvlists,

¢

and all who came up in the random samples, not just the conveniently

availahle cases. We had to re;createAthe initial pool of EMR:students

of the period of decertification, 1969 to 1972, who were'subject‘to the

mandated reassessment andrpossible decertification, eliminating those

of doubtful authenticity or whose decertification was due perhaps'to

»

parent pressure, etc.

To re-create the: lists was difficult. Schools do not keep records !

the way researchers later want to find them, if they keep them at all,

"and they do not edit the recordswto supg_z missing entries and rationalize

inconsistancies. It was expensive but necessary to have a verified sampling
basis.
Table 1 gives the State-wide dataifor\two periods, October 1969 and

June 1973, to show the speciai class situation as it was and what it became = .

in California after the decertifioation'period. Line 1 shows  the pro-

group in EMR then, 1ess than one percent for the Aaglos but much urgher

-

for the two major minorities. Line 3 indicates the proportion of all EMR

This form of information led to the class action suits and changed.

guidelines. Line 4 in the table shows that the ethnic disproportion has




naeaated reeseessmeet proauced_e reductionjobeMRs ;ore or 1ess-across”
the board as a consequence of lowered guidelines W1thout'cauertg”an
1mpressive‘cﬁange in the ethnic disparity. »

T Tables 2 and 3 give 1nformation for the two Los Angeles Areas

'qha for two. smaller districts in our study. These data are differeht
from thgse in Inble»l. First, we have reconstructed the EMR 1lists as

of the period‘of'}969-72 in the districts, to achieve a pure eampling
basis; and tﬁen we show whether these EﬁR Jere decertified‘or‘tot in

- "the periedfof heavy“umndated reassessment;j‘Thus, what.we show are the
residual, nondecertified EMR of the 1969-72 list, not the current
dittrict EMR totals, Tablea 2 and 3 thus show the re-created EMR lists,
the proportions decertified and not decertified, and the ethnic pro-
portionl. The data are "cleaq" in that great care wae;exercieed in
getting just those eevered by mandntedlreaaséssment and eligible for
decertification, except that in Area One of Los Angeles. The EMR

numbers were 80 great that ‘estimates based on random sampling rather

than totnl counts were taken, for that reason we show no ethnic break-

down of the 1969-72 list-in area one. ‘

'Ethnichproportiens for Los. Angeles total‘pupil_enrollment are

' gfveﬁ'firlt in Table 2, for the currEPt school year, to give some basic

idea of the total make-up of the huge district. Line 2 shows Aren Two,
uhich 1- a main eampling baae for us,'since this Los Angeles area re-
preseute the total diatrict and the total State in so many respects in
» SES and ethn:lc spread, . L:lne 3 shows the ethnic spread for total en-

rollment, while line 6 showsthe reconstructed BMR list for 1969-72,4

°
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eligible for decertification. The ethnic minority overrepresentation is
given; forvexample, there are 107 Blacks in the total enrollment in line

3 but 28% in EMR in line 6 Decertification reduced the numbers left
in Area K to about half, while slightly reducing the ethnic imbalance.u

- The‘greatest reduction was_for Spanish surname students.
Table 37provides information on two smaller districts.for which ve.

. also have complete date from-completely reconstructed EMR lists, We call.

“ one '"Medium City" and the other "Small City." Medium City has:a broad
'ethntc ‘and SES spread in its total enrollment of o@er 20,000.A Its com--~
-pletely reconstructed, decertified, and residual EMR lists are shown

" in lines'3; 4, and 5 of Table 3. Again the ethnic disproportion; especially

" for the Spanish surnamed, is evident., We found that the Spanish surnamed
were proportionally more likely to be.decertified and mainsteamed in Area

\
Two of Loe Apgeles, we also find the 'same phenomenon here in Medium City.
Small City is a semi-industrial, semi-rural Los Angeles suburb with Mexican-

Americans composing two thirds of total registration as shown in line_2

of Table 3, and.four-fifths,of EMR Enrollment, asmshown in line 6.
These three tables, then, show the ethnic overpresentation of the
State as a whole and of particular districts in which our efforts have

been focused == here a sampling of 4 out of the l3 we study -- and thev

v'show decertification to bring down the EMR numbers by over 40%, depending

.‘““upon the district, somewhat over half the eligibles not being decertified

upon reansessment. Table 1, having current enrollment data, shows the
effect of new guidelines in the reduced current totals for EMR. We are
‘mot sure what the new guidelines may do in the futurexby way of leaving

many children out in left field who need some kind of funded special




: education, but that 18 anothcr matter.

The data £u1f111.some minor predictions. Fifst, considering the
.maneated weight-put upon te;ting with nonverbal and trenslated scales,
it would be expected that the Spanish surnamed who in California are

1 ’ about 90% Mexican Ame*ican, would be the chief‘beneficiaries. Through- '
' out all data, including State-wide, their proportion has been cut the
' most. . ’ /
‘ Secoﬁd, & prediction abott sex differentials was qué. Althqugh
- ,A,/f 1the courts and 1egislatureskappeat 1gno;att about ‘how schools actuaily
operate by delimiting their attention to critical IQs, the fact is that
. children have\to fail the reétlar program first beforetthey'come undet
‘:'the paychometric consideration. The}e most 11ke to be referred, it

£lqwe11 known, are not Just the v,ry slow 1earners, but thoee slow

learners who give difficulty in t‘e class by their general behavior.lt

This selective factor in the teferred cases should reflect itself, for
) exnmple} 1t the protortion of boys who would,be‘declassified when the
declassification is based en}y on 1IQ. Tﬁezeﬁange of sex proportions
is shown in Table 5. Typieeily‘the males constitute over 607% before
deeertification and about 55% aftetward.‘ Beys ate;on the‘average_more
noiqy; more oveftly reactive, and are thus'more>1ikeiy to be referred _f;'
‘than gi:ls of equal 1earn1ng:d1}ficu1ty~end poqsibly'tg be remeved.

from regular class in part for the sake of that_tlasa#

.- - % Aghurst, D. I., & Meyers, C. 'E. Sucial system and ciinical model

4in school identificarion of the educable retarded. 1In Tarjan, G.,

Eyman, R, K., & Meyers, C. E, (Eds,), Sociobehavioral studies in mental.
retardation: Papers in honor of Harvey F. Dingman., Washington: American
Association on Mental Deficiency, 1973, pp. 150-163; Mercer, Jane R.,
Labeling the mentally retarded, University of California Press,- Berkeley
and Lot Angeles, ualifornia, 1973,
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We randomly sample some students.of the recreated decertified lists
. in.iach"distgict for careful study of current status for this épring, 1974,
' This study includes achievement testing, teacher interview, and a cume recordv
.study of certain characteristics The data of Table A show, however, that
Lﬂ‘ " We are lucky if 507% of the students are still in the same School district :1 “
at this time. The search is not complete at this hout in all 13 districts,
‘but should be by summer!® 's end. Line 4 of Table 4 shows, for samples of

the two Los ‘Angeles areas and for. totals of Medium City and Small City,

what proportions are still there for our current testing and getting
other information. That they are not in the district currentlv could
mean that they moved, dropped out, graduated, were expelled, etc. We - o1

-expect to sample into these in order to estimate our biases with respect

L

- . B '.’ )
to those for whom we can presently get the desired achievement and other

-

inrormation.

| Our stndy was prompted in part by hearing of terrible things happening
to the poor decertified that they were not making it, that they became

"force outs,"

" etc. "We have only partial data but they seem to show one

consistent pattern when we compare decertified students with those not

b5y
i

- “decertified who were in the 'same reassessment poel in 1969-1972. Note
.1ine 3 in Table 4 ﬁpercent in district." In every comparison,.more‘defl'~
certified are in school than EMR. _Note the‘incomplete data on line 5 on - h
expulsions, in disciplinary school, jail, etc.; tbey do not show.a con-
;o gsistently poorcr or better:result for the dec- tified thus far, but the |
| ’data will be better after we canibegin.seriously to trace samples of

‘those not mow in their districts. To summarize so far as the data of

line 2 go, they are!good data, and they do not show the decertified cases

[y
w

-
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to be worse off on the criterion of remaining in place.
. T

In interpreting what is in Tablc %, we are reminded that the data

did not compére.rendomlyfselected students .for decertification and re-

>assigning vs staying in EMR. Whatever e say about decertification not

being so bad must be'temperéd’by remembering that they were'brighter

students in terms of IQ as data can show. Table 6 shows what we have

thus far been aple to pull form the psychology files or cume records.on
the decertiffed and the EMR, in some cases for total cases, not our
random samples -- total cases for Medium,city~and Small City, fairly

large random samples in Los Angeles., These IQs are those taken at the

time for- EMR identification, not at decertification. Inspection of

’ Table 6 shows that the principal difference between EMRS not decertified

and those who were lies in the WISC Performance IQ. With mandation to
reassess on performance tests as well as translated ones, it was a fore-
gone conclusion that decertification would heavily depend upon such per-
formance scores (we do not yet have sufficient data on IQs at the time

of decertification' they should show even: more striking differences)

e B

The study continues, and before completion will show data of the

kind already presented for the State as a whole as estimated from the

r

13 sites of investigation, for size of distr;E;; and for the individual
districts. We wiil‘report dataifor ethnic and sex comparisons, and to

some extent on age and placement differences. We are presently inter=--
v 5 N
viewing teachérs and administrators on the total decertification ex-

-

perience, on how they coped, whether they had experience with models

which were extended to the decertified student or whether tney had to

" try out new models; what models worked and which had to be abandoned --
3 ) —




10

use of aides, regourég teachers, etc. We seek to’determine‘the.extent .
to whi;h decertification was reversed by return to segregatéd ciass“

v(ag we know it has in some ihstanceé), We seek to-determine whether

the regulaf pr&gramvteachers reéeived‘true "traﬁéitionﬁ help or'whatever
it was on_paber for the most part, and the extent to which tﬁe‘deéertified
survived without special transition a;sistancé. It is hoped tﬁe entire ‘
projeét can provide a leéson on massive shift and some contribution to
p}incipleskof mainstreaming, not to mention settiné up some basis for
considering the edugationalyﬁfobleméuaf those new students for whom

there is no substitute (yet, in most places) for the special hefp they

probably‘neeﬁ but are mandated not to be given.‘

: . 148
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Evaluation of Special Education Programs’ G

C. Edward"Meyers2 Doﬁald L. hacMillan3 and Roland K. Yoshida

[} &

Neuropsychiatric Institute/Pacific State Research Group

Pomonaj California

: This presentation wi11 not -be an attempt to define the authentic evaluation

program for special education. Not only is the time too short, but too much is in
the state of flux for anyone to attempt that right now. Rather, from our study of
the decertified children who were returned to regular programs we will introduce.
some issues, problems, and suggestions that will bear upon the evaluation of main-

" streaming and of ‘ instreamed special students, as in the Californis master plan,

.We will limit ourselves to that. We do not claim to be the experts in the evaluation
. of this or any program but we believe we have some-things to say, perhaps we raise
"~ more questions than we have answers, but we do have some of the latter.

/" Historical Context of Mainstreaming Movement -

Mainstreaming-is-here to stay, at least for a while. It is well to recognize
that it is part of an historic imperative which ig also represented in the current
civil rights activity of several kinds; in the normalization push for all handicapped,
“in the deinstitutionalization of handicapped children and mentally ill adults, in the
- fight for complete wonen's rights. Mainstreaming is a piece of this same change in-
public philosophy, in contrast with what prevailed a dozen years ago, when the Zeitgeist
'required us to segregate the handicapped- so that they could be more effectively educateda.
Mainstreaming is a new Zeitgeist which will endure for a while, nobody knows how long,
and we all hope it works, but regardless, we are mandated.to evaluate it as a system
and for its effects upon the affected learners. Mainstreaming gives us a new ball game, - e
and the very basis of evaluation is necessarily in the same state of evolution as the
special education program itself., 1In California the Master Plan will cause mainstream- -
ing of many learners formerly not included in the typical evaluation and accountability
* catchments, P L ” :

- Our project began when a group of us, .interested-in the social and educational

- welfare of the handicapped and the increasing acceptance of them in the comminityr wis
normalization, observed that thousands of EMR learners were being decertified in
California without any provision for monitoring the process. ~Here was therefore a
natural laboratory for the study of the consequences of a rather vase and sudden change.
What happened to these learners? - Were they acceptéé by peers and teachers? Did they

 become pushouts? Did transition ‘programs really work”, We were quite aware of two-

CN

. 1Presented at. the Second Annuai Conference and Exhibition on Testing and
~Measurement,; Los Angeles County ‘Superintendent of Schools,\ Pasadena, February 20,
1975, Preparation of this manuscript was supported in-part by a grant from the
U,8, Office of Education, No. 0-73-5263, Bureau of the Handic pped. The opinions
expressed herein do not necessarily reflect the position or policy of the U,S.
Office of Educatiom, and no official endorsement by the U.S. Office\of Education , =
shou}d be inferred. - )
Also at the University of Southern California
3Also at the University of California, Riverside » . o \\\\
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‘incompatible aspects: first, changes in legal guidelines or definitions were
ordered and program modification was accelerated in large degree as a consequence
of civil rights activity; this activity asserted that many children should not be
' labeled,; they were. legally normal, by new definitions; at the same time we knew -
that they had all been regular class failures of a sort to start with. Regardless
of whether adequate psychological examination had been used, the reality was.that
the children first had been failures in the regular program. How, then,would they
fare upon return to it7 '
We*applied for and received a grant from the Bureau of Education of the
Handicapped, U,S, Office of Education, for two years of study of the fate of
these learners, The study will be briefly deecribed later. The study terminates
this coming May, In its-pursuit we learned quite a‘bit, not only about problems
of assessing the educational status of such learners. 'by means of standardized
achievement measures, but also about larger, philosophically framed issues of
accountability and evaluation in several respects. The significance of this -
. California decertification movement became more apparent as time went on. State .
after state though not all of them had their civil rights fun and games, What
happened here was likely to be felt elsewhere. What we could find out might be of
some interest generally. C - )

General Evaluation Issues In Mainstreaming

Given new legislation, the topic of evaluation of special education programs
is difficult to delineate. With the transition programs resulting from SB33 and
the impact of the California Master Plan for Special:Education, one is left to ponder
~which children remain the responsibility of special. education. Clearly, transitional
children persist as learning and/or behavior problems when returned to regular classes.
Does special education retain responsibility for transitional, or mainstreamed, children?
Is this responsibility shared with general education? Or, are special educators
absolved of respousibility? It should be assumed that special education inust ‘
accept st least partial responsgibility; mainstreaming*shoulu indeed be considered -

* 7 4= any evaluation of special education programe. Thus, several issues must be
addressed in evaluating spe¢ial education programs, including the kinds of data
needed, criteria for differentiating between programs and services, and the function

o be served by evaluation. These will be first touched upon from the broad
perSpective to be followed by comments on specific problems.

Administrative vs. Child PerspecttVe.‘ Evaluation of special education programs
may be undertaken from two different pqrspectives. Unless these are delineated
confusion will result in attempting to determine whether or not a program is wurkiug
effectively.. For purposes of discussion these will be referred to as-the administrative
and the child ‘perspective. : ~

The administrative perspective originates in the organizational world and is
epitomized by a Director of.Special Education at the state, county,: and local level,
The. individual holding such a position is typically concerned with certain elements
of programs, suchk as cost and numbers of children receiving services, since these
are the kinds of data for which he is held accountable. Many forces operate on the -
person in such a position. These include demands for resources, control of budget,
compliance with legal guidelines, and the need to maintain a positive public image.-

. LU
t : - -
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Given the demands of the job on the admimistrator, it is reasonable that he
be -concerned with dollars and numbers of children. However, these aspects constitute
only one -dimension of evaluating the effectiveness of a program, When the State -
' Director of Special Education states that X hundred children are receiving services

through the program for-deaf youngsters at a cost of X dollars to the state or district,

the question which remains unanswered is, "How good are the services delivered to the

" X hundred children for X dollars?" o ‘ ’
Examples of evaluation from the a@ministrativé perspective may be easily found
among the recent transitional programs. Here, these kinds of data were reported at
the state level while no funds were allocated for evaluation of data from the child
perspective. For example, a report came out in which the reduction of children in

" EMR classes state-wide was presented; furthermore, the change in the percent of EMRs

by ethnic status was documented. Somehow, there is a presumed goodness where it can

be shown that a large number of EMR children were decertified and returned to regular

classes.

The child perspective must supplement the administrative perspective if we are
to get a true reflection of the effect of such programs. The numbers of childremn
served and the number of dollars spent are both valid indices with which to evaluat
programs, but unless. supplemented with qualitative data in terms of the changes in
children that can be observed and measured the evaluation picture is'incomplete.
This sounds very easy and 4n the past has been treated as though it is easy. Howeve
it should be noted that qualitative evaluation presenis a number of problems includi
limited measuring instruments which are appropriate for handicapped children, proble
in administering these instruments-due to the nature of the handicaps, and problems
analysis due to the plaguing problems pertaining to interpretation of gain scores.
The point to be made is that-if evaluatidn of tHe effects of programs on children is
to be seriously undertaken, investment must be made in imstrumentation, time to
administer these once they .are developed, and conziderable expertise in order that
results be handled ptoperly. ' : ' '

B 00Qe

i

Program vs. Services. Some of the problems inherent>in evaluating mainstreaming
programs have surfaced in the work with our BEH/OE project. As the literature is
surveyed, it ic easy to identify the models being advocated for facilitating the shift

~ of EMR children from special into regulgr,claeges. First, and most commonly recommended
is some variation of a resource room teacher model. On an abstract level, a cogent
case may be made for the feasibility of this mod€l, However, problems become apparent
when attempts are made to characterize this model in practice. For example, while .
some resource teachers work primarily in the role of diagnosticians, others work )
directly with childrern as remedial specialists, and others serve as curriculum con-
sultants who work directly with teachers. Hence, the role of the resource room
teacher is not well defined and it is prdbable that there is as much yariability
within this model as between this and some other model. _

Anoﬁhervproblem which arises with resource teaéhers-is that_they deliﬁer
services (diagnostic, remedial, curricular) but doﬂn?t offer a complete program in

the sense of having goals and objectives. -Rather, they work witkin the regular

" vclass program which has its own set of goals. Hence, 'the resource teacher assists

either the regular teacher or child (or both), but because a resource teacher model
is not a program in and of itself, it is not a typical target for evaluation.

-
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Timing of Data Collection. Accountability has become a by-word in both
" special and regular education. Much has been written about objective-referenced
. vs. normative referenced testing, but one question which has received less
attention is that of when data should be collected in order to be of the most -
benefit. :

.

" In California,’considerable sums of money are spent to do statewide testing
of achievement, and yet the value of the data collected is unclear. What decisions R
are altered as a result of a district learning that achievement is.above, at, or . \ )
below the average for the state? Clearly, it is too late to do anything about the

- program for that year as the data are collected after the year is completed. Hence, - °

it might be argued that the time for testing and the type of dara.to be collected \
should be determined on the basis of when decisions must be made and the kinds of . '
information which will allow for the decisions to,be made wisely. For special
education it might be suggested that data should be collected at the time of A&D j
comnittee meetings, and that the kinds of information gathered should relahe to the
y;ea of decisions wnich must be “made by this committee. *

Student Goals. Considering the question of goals a little further, when a
. mildly retarded child was placed. in a special class, he was put into a program
which had goals of vocational, occupationdl, and social competence, with less .
~ emphasis placed on academic achiévement. However, when the child is moved back into -
the regular program the objectivez are different and reflect a more cognitive/academic
emphasis. ' An important question 4s, which goals are more appropriate for this child?.
If the less academic emphasis is more fitting, can this be incorporated into the
regular program? The point is, that before a child is mainstreamed, the A&D committee
needs to deal directly with these questions in order to avoid placement with
inappropriate goals. _ : B ‘ ST

In view of changes taking placeé 4n special educatlou prog _ms, evaluation
should be a priority responsibility to be shared ty special educators. 1In evaluating
programs, awareness of the need for ‘thorough and sophisticated techniques must be
maintained, as well as the need for both quantitative and qualitative data. Finally,
the major purpose of evaluation 'should be that it facilitates attainment of the;
svals of spectdl education programs. ) !

Evalﬁétion Issues Under State Master Plan for Education , . n

g From the general issues of evaluation raised above, let us explore specific
problems associated with evaluation under AB4040 or the State Master Plan for
Education. One of the major objectives set forth in-: AB 4040 which very likely
will become a part of the final plan is the general provision to conduct an amnual
" evaluation of special education -and mainstreaming programs (Articles i, 2, and 3).
Specifically, Section 7026 of- the 3tate Education code which resulted from the
eniactment of AB 4040 states* :

This evaluation shall includeo 1

a) The degree to which the responsible local agency has served
all individuals with exceptional needs.

' b) The degree to which the responsible local agency has 1ntegrated
individuals with exceptional needs into the general school
population, and the impact of such integration on individuals
with exceptional needs and the rest of the_student body.

.
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-¢) The extent to which individuals with’E%ceptional needs
" meet the objectives set for them in written instructional -
plans.
d) A general assessment of the relative effectiveness of =
- programs conducted under this.chapter compared to special
education. programs not conducted under .this chapter.
These provisions relate directly to the administrative and child perspective
discussed earlier. No doubt, frequencies of returning EMR students to regular
class or some alternative mainstream placement will be acceptable evidence for
the success of the program. However, Section 7026 (c) focuses on child data
with respcct to assessing gains vis a vis certain stated objectives for each
- student, It appears-incumbant upon us to begin to think in terms of child-
o centered evaluation. . . _ e
) bjectives, Before any evaluation can proceed, it is necessary to state
., clearly and operationally the objectives for individuals or groups of students,
" Section 7026 leaves this question unanswered; no mention is made throughout the
text to define the goals of the mainstreaming action. We know of very little
" effort made at the state or local district level to define objectives which are
ameénable to measurement. However, let us assume. that the special students by
virtue of their placement in regular programs must be evaluated within the regular
. classroom context. This situation does not reduce the importance of the traditional
goals of the EMR program, those of occupational, vocational and socidl competence.
But cognitive objectives become ‘salient; mainstreamed students become just as
liable as regular class students for being assessed on academic objectives such as
mastery of reading, arithmetic, spelling and so forth. The question for this .
discussion becomes the state of measurement field in terms of testing special L o
students on cognitiVe variables.

Reliability and Validity Problems ‘In Mainstreaming Measurement. A myriad of

problems arise-in assessing these cognitive objectives, The evaluator may decide -
to construct a local test or may select an available standardized achievement test
to avoid the steps in test construction and the generalization restrictions of a
specially constructed test. Both approaches, however, suffer from the same
limitations° that is, we usually do not know the reliability and wvalidity estimates
of tests with special education students. The locally made tests are usually
developed for a singular purpose with obvious drawbacks of unknown reliability
and validity and incomparability of scores to other groups. The standardized
test does not escape these same problems., The published group achievement test

. was typically standardized and normed on students. of avérage ability. .The most

" popular achievement tests (Stanford, Metropolitan, etc .) do.not include special
students in their standardization sample. As a result, the reliability and
validity measures presented in the respective manuals are not applicable to the
special chiid., We further reduce the -attractiveness of the achievement test by
modifying the test in Eesponse to the handicapped student's limitation to handle
the testing situation by various means as extended time limite, etc. Nevertheless,
the achievement test has the overriding advantage of having its items developed
over a series of trial testings together with magnificent content validation with
the curriculum of the regular program, It can be argued that group achievement
tests are a good starting point for developing instruments to assess cognitive ;
progress of special students.

o




“Testing Procedure of the EMR Transitioﬁél Study

Our BEH/OE project tested a large sample of stddentt thch we belleve were
‘represeritative of that group of students who would be prlmarily involved in the
mainstreaming efforts under the State Master Plan for Special Education. Our
experiences in testing these students will be summarized aecordlng to certain . ot
key topics~in test administratlon. Nevertheless, we present no final solution. -
The modifications we introduced were experimental; the zchievement tests must
ultimately be resicndardized to include snecial students before interpretations
-are made of that group. The lessons presented here will illustrate the work
‘before us if staridardized achieveme“t tests .become appropriate for evaluating
mainstreamed students.

The Subjects. Subjects were tested as part of a larger projeet-whosé purpose .
was to study the degree cf success of the re-evaluation and subsequent decertification-
_ . of EMR students ifi California pursuant to AB 1625 & SB33, the Karabian and Burgner
bills, respectively, which commenced during the 1970 academLc year to the-present.
. Thirteen school districts participated in the study of which 12 allcwed the o
testing of students with the Metropolltan Achievement Test (MAT). Three groups of
. students were identified: a) the decertified EMR student (D) - those EMRs enrolled
in 1970 and who were placed in regular class baged upon the new state guidelines;
b) EMR students (EMR) - those retained in EMR classes because of low IQ and/or for
other reasons or who were placed in EMR classes under the new state guidelines and
¢) regular class students (RC) - those enrolled in the same regular class, usually N
the English or Reading, as the ‘decertified stul:nt and who were said by their
teachers to be in the bottom half of the class in academic achievement (these
students were randomly selected from the group of stiudents nominated by the regular
class teachers). These students attended the elementary, junior high and senior
high school level but were predominately at the junior high school level. Other
than those students who were not tested because of parent refusal or chronic
absenteeism, over 85% of those students (850 or more in all) who attempted the MAT
., completed it.

. Procedure., Table 1 presents the procedures suggested for test%administration »
in the MAT manual and thosz which were employed by our project. Suggested guide-
lines are given based upon our experience. (They are of course experimental; we
are currently in the process of testing the effects ‘of these methods,) - Modifications.
were made primarily to maximize:motivation and test-wiseness of the examinees without
sacrificing the standardization procedures of the test proper. For example, students

- were told that they were not being evaluated for placement in any special program,
were asked to respond to all'questions even if they.had only partial comprehension
of specific quéstions, responded only in test booklets to eliminate errors due to
unfamiliarity with separate answer sheets, were giggn extended rest periods to counter
fatigue and frustration caused by a novel situvatiors Wwithin the test prnper no o
suggested procedure was modified; time limits for completing the subtests were '
followed strictly, test batteries were administered whenever possible on separate
days, especially ac .the lower levels of the MAT, The major -deviation in procedure
occurrad with the selection of the level to administer to the studerits .\ Given the .
very small number of D, EMR and RC¢ who read at grade level, ‘the teachers of those o .
students selected the most approprlata ltevel of test after tney had been presented v
with the various forms. o \ .
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. We believe that most of our changes did not violate the standardized
-procedure given for the MAT. Some of them were, however, experimental which
. raises the same crucial question concerning the reliability and validity of
the test instruments posed earlier, that of using a test normed on regular
students with special or mainstreamed students. If we accept the rieed for
assessing cognitive growth in special students by a standardized method, then one
of the alternatives is the standardized achievement test. Research must begin to
cope with the psychometric problems of including special students in the nofiing
sample along with the procedursl changes required-to-assure maximum performance
By these ctudents, T : ' S

T

. s

R

Summary

The éignificancq‘of°our MAT experience is evident if you are reminded that
‘none of the nationally standardized achievement batteries has included special
students in its norming and in the development of its administrative procedures.
There is frankly nothing with which one can start. Our experienceé with the MAT
will lead to some hopefully useful adaptations to mainstreamed and perhaps other

*.  special students with that instrument. Incidentally the MAT was chosen over

others betause it appeared to be most adaptable for marginal learners in %ts

.+ general make-up and also because it was being used in a large study in Texas
(Project Prime) of the mainstreaming process and results.,

. . Our present situation is this. "~The legislature has said, let there be
mainstreaming in the Master Plan, and let there be evaluation. But the Iegislature
#elivered no guiding goals and objectives, implying -however that they should exist, -
presumably to be determined at the district level. If therefore the state does not
come through in reasonable time, the district will have to set forth its own, and
the state must then respect them. Without waiting for some adaptation of a norm
referenced battery, except for what modifications we might be able to effect in
the MAT, the district might go to banks of performance objectives and the associated
instructional and -evaluative devices which are available. To judge students who !
have:been mainstreamed and to judge the mainstreaming effort only on norm refe enced
measures is guaranteed to disappoint the most ardent true believer. (Cr the ot:é;\\T
hand, to determine realistic objectives specifically for the mainstreamed and to
avoid overly assuming they are somehow supposed to be at class average and to .

- assess by objective-referenced means will likely be fairer both to the learner and

the program. . ' . ' - ' '

. To close, you have observed that we have had.no time to address the assessment
of affective objectives, or even to.detail what we have had to do to assess the
trangition program iq‘terﬁs of whether students stayed in scﬁdql after being
decertified. Assessment of any mainstreaming should be alert to the effect upon the
pupil for having no. to compete with regular class peers, and to note whether it
resulted in early school leaving and other 3nwan;ed consequences,

Another set of variables ig not polite to talk about. We have in mind the -
unspoken purposes of taking certain students out-of the reégular class and placing
into the special. The spoken and primary purpose was to provide a better education;
the unspoken ones were the relief of the regular class students and of the regular

" ‘¢lass teacher. The marginal student is now back; evaluation may implicitly have to
take note of the potential impacts upon the regular students and their teacher. '

60 .
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dutiof-Level Testing of Special Education Students with

- a Standardized thigvement Batteryl
N ~ . .’2
Foland K. Yoshida o

S \ | e
Neurppsychiatric Institute~
Pacif?c State Research Group

N AR

“

\ o~ . -

. : ’ y. Abstract -

‘ -

'mherpresent_study“analyzed_the_feaslbllxt¥rof_u51ng teache.

:recommendatlon rather than a student's chronologlcal age—grade place=-

ment for selectlng the level of a-standardized achlevement test..,359
- ) |

formex and current educable1mentally retarded students were tested w1th

elther the Primary I, Prlmary II, or Elementary level of the Metropoli- -

'.u‘,

..._..«rf

tanxAchlevement Test (MAT) selected by their current.teachers_after

copies of te$t booklets for all MAT levels were presented to them.

The results 1nd1cated that: \a) most of the" sample responded above
\

chance levels on all subtests of the MAT, b) KR-20 rellablllty co-

)"1\

efflclents were comparable Wlth those: of the’ standardlzatlon sample and _

c) general y moderate—to hlgh positive: point-biserial correlatlons-were
. . T " . .

found- for all subtest-level combinations. It was concluded that the-

teacher sﬁlection method’ for out-of-level testing appears to be an

I

approprlate one’ for selecting a rellable instrument to assess academlc

performan?e fer th1s group of students.

@ ‘ ' o : . \
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OUT-OF-LEVEL TESTING OF SPECIAL EDUCATION STUDENTS WITH
A STANDARDIZED ACHIEVEMENT BATTERY I

1

There is an- ‘accelerated movement toward educating speCial education

students in the regular _class setting. The students are ‘said to be

"mainstreamed," which- refers to the temporal, social and anstructional

integration of éligible special students with normal peers (Kaufman,
3

Gottlieb, Agard, & Knkic, 1975) The implementatjnn;of—"mainstreaming"

‘1Eﬁdzes“the“reana1y513”of“appropr:ate*performance*objectiveswand‘*“—‘““‘

assessment,measures for thesespecia1 gstudents.. Although the trada.-a

tional goals of the educable mentally

a

and SOCial.competence, need not be neglected, cognitive goals such as

P

reeding and mathematical skills become more salient.

,tybe of cognitive measuré is the standardized achievement test,

. N g
Stanford Metropblitan, and others. -

However, the use of these testg raises questions of ancropriateness

on several grounds. Special education students,were not included in

the norming; there are no separate reliability and validity estimates
' for such students; and most’ importantly, there is an 1ssue of what

level of test to administer -- the "mainstreamed" student is placed at

‘or near his chronological’ age-grade, but his achievement may be many = = '

\ . .,
.

grade-levels lower. Current experience in California with mainstreaming
. o . , ) .

of former special class retarded and other learningjdisabled ‘students

164

retarded (EMR) program, occupational

The most definitive .




~

A . A T . LI ' : 2
N . . i "

. indicates that the przponderance of such students are overwhelmed

1

~N

with the difficulty*of_the'levei‘of'the test administered'to their

~

regular class peers~'con51derable numbers of them refusing to
quitting, running’ from the room, crying, etc. Nevertheléss, the .
 use of the standardized achicvement test has, the overrldang advantage

of having items developed over a series of trial-testings together
| with'content validation.of the regular program curriculum. It may _ .

. &

< be argued that these tests are a good starting point for aEEESSIng

v

.« ot the academic progress\o: "mainStreamed“ students who are placed in
,,": 4 N
o : b » v

S L thé»regular—setting. \\\\; B : ST L s e

The'nsual‘procedure for seleecting the most appropriate level of
the standardized achievement test is based upoh chronological age (CA) .
_grade placement, that is, grade 5 students areﬁadministered the test

o

whose range includes that grade level. However, Kirk (1964) reviewed

‘ L)

At o a series of studies which’ found that the reading achieVement of men-

A v «y

' le retarded ch% en in spec...al classes was generally below the
»
h

ievement egpected for their mentalaage. Assigning tests to these

mainstreamed EMR students who read two or more grade levels below «

@

v the’class appears jnappropriate. A test becomes more. unreliable at

va ,

thegextreme erjds of its distribjtion of scores (Nunnaliy, 1967) be-

cause of the chance factor wich tewer_appropriate items or because

of non-responding. An~alférnative procedure iSvout—ofelevel testiuy, ,

[ . i
;

a system of selectfﬂg the level of test for a student by previous test f
[ performance~(Ayrerl& McNamara, 197 3) or by .some other means s ch a
*  teacher assignment“(neyers, MacMillan, & Yoshida, 1?75). Ayrer‘and

McNamara (1973) reported that out-of~level testing with the Iowa Test

Yo ’ . . / e . ~




that earled in the CA—grade placement condltion. This difference was -

of Baslc Skills slgnlficantly decreased but did not completely
“eliminate chance responding of 1nner city students whe compared .

with their previous. age-grade placement test performan . However,

-~

their mean out-of-level grade equivalent (GE) ‘score was lower than

L

attributed by Ayler and McNamara (1973) as probably due to thﬂse

A
.

students who responded at the chance level in e1ther testlng situation
J .
which, resulted in hlgher .GEs asslgned~to chance level scores on tests

- - a

of hlgher‘levels than those given in the out-of~level test s1tuat1on.

.

Nevertheless, out-of-level testing significantly reduced chance responding.

Given the complementary'problems'of the lack of research on testing
gpeciail studerts and the helowiQA grade placement in reading and mathe- \
matics'performance of theserstudents,lthe present stﬁﬁy a;alyzed the |

‘feaSlblllty of using teacher recommendatlon rather than the student's
age-grade placement for selectlng the level of a standardrzed achieve-
‘ment ‘test. Specifically, EMR students and EMRs who recently returned

to regular ~1ass (some of the target groups of the "malnstreamlng

movement) were tested in order to determlne the appropr1ateness of th1s

out-of-level assignment procedure w1th the Metropolltan Achlevement
Test (MAT) - The method,employed by Ayrer and McNamara (1973) was not
avallable as an alternatlve because speclal education students have

not been included'inzany group achievement- testing in California.

£

aAlso, test level estimations based upon ‘achievement test scores earned

”
e

during regular class placement were tenuous*at,best-because_most of

' the sample was previously tested at“leastjtwo years>beforeﬂthe present

gtudy. In short, only teacher recomméndation‘could beuenployed asfa

‘/.
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- suitable metﬁod. e . L L

|

. J ) - ' Il
I i . : o /
|

-

‘ThHis - paper reports on the experience of usingfteacher#selected/

test level and on‘ the item stat1st1cs for testlng which was done oh
°/

-~

/

two group7 of special st&dents. A series of 1tem analyses were- 7dnducted ‘

on the readlhg and mathematlcs subtests scores of the Prlmary I/
(PI); Primary II (PII) and Elementary levels of the MAT in order to
determlne on‘each subte a) the Kuder-Rlchardson internal ons1stency

- o

rellablllty coefflclent, :b) the peroentage of students who responded

Ce

dlstrlbutlon of 1tem.d1ff1culty.

lues, and 4) the.dlstr#butlon of

p01nt-b1ser1al (PB) correlatlon coefflclents. /

i

Subjecés and sagELgpg des1 ; Subjects were tgsted as part of a

1

-larger prOJTCt whose purpose was to study the degree oé success of the -

re-evaluatlon and subsequent ecertlflcation of EMR students in california. -
I l
Twelve unlfied school d1str1c s were selected to be representatlve of

the state af a-whole ‘according to district 31ze, geoéraphlc location,

wealth, and ethnic representa :.on.3 Within each district,.two groups

/ e ?

I

the larger project: a) the d certlfied EMR student - those EMRs enrolled

a

gstudents - those reta1ned in EMR\plasses because of low IQ and/or for

l
!

other academic or adjustment reasgps -or who were placed in EMR classes-

under the ne& state quidelines. They were matched as far as posslble

I .
] . x

1n order of p%lorlty by program leve (elementary, Junlor hlgh, senior

o

o : S

L




1

high school); ethnicity and sex. For the purposes_of this study the

,two samples were comblned because they were thought to be representatlve'

o

-

complete battery of either the PI, PI'

u&u -

or Elementary level of the MAT.
The sample consisted of predominately minority students (21.4%, Anglo;

35.1%, Black; 40.2%, Spanishasurname;'S.B%, Other non-yhite) whose mean

2

'cA at the time of testing was 15.02 years (standard deviation (SD)=2.1l1).

The sample consisted of 54. O percent males and 46.0 percent-females. -
The mean Stanford-Blnet IQs for 179 of the students was 68 21 (SD=6. 16),

the mean Full Scale WISC I0s for 149 of the subjects was 66.81 (SD=7.05)

’

w1th 31 students hav1ng no record IQs.

. -

Procedure. Each teacher was presented coples of test booklets for

all MAT levels and was asked to choose.the level most appropriate for the

‘student. Students were then grouped according to the selected level and

administerednthe‘ccmplete,readingvand mathematiés subkests for that -lével.
. 4 _ ‘
The number of students in 4 testing. group ranged from 1 to 6. The stan-

dard-procedures given in the test manual‘were strictly followed except

+

‘for extended rest periods given between individual subtests.

3 . R . , -

RESULTS AND DISCUSSICN -_ /.

Tables 1, 2, and 3 present for each level-subtest combination of

" the MAT the mean and standard deviation of the raw scores, the Kuder-

Richardson reliability coe(&fcient, the percentage of students exceeding

the guessing level scores of the subtests, the distribution of item

1

168




" KR-20 coefficients of the special education sample were lower thah

dlfflculty values and the d1stribut10n of PB correlations.

<

The out-of-level asslgnment -procedure for the sample of special
educatlon students did not appear to lower the reliability estimates B
slgnlflcantly when a comparison is made with coefficients obtalned on'
the standard;zltion samples. The publlsher reports KR-2O coeff1c1ents

//———_
ranglng from\ .89 tc .97 for these subtests at the ‘three levels (see
Teabher's Handbook for each MAT test battery). Although 12 of 16

those of the normative sample, the greatest differeneevof .07 was found

in the'Reading subtest of the Elementary leVelwwith differences 1ess

) than .03 being more typical. The KR-2O coeffldlents ranged as follows:

a) PI, .903 to 946 b) PII, .888 to .937; and c) Elementary, .860 to

.926

In terms of m1nim121ng randem respond;ng by the subjects as

RN oo

defined as a score at or below K/A, the percentage of students exceeding

°

that score on any subtest ranged from 82.8 to 99. 3. Judged with this

criterion, out-of-level test1ng -appears successful in presentlng test

Insert Tables 1, 2, & 3

4

items to special education.students in a way which effectivelybcontrols
R, :

guessing and increases the likelihood of scores based upon how much R

student’s comprehend. For most»subtests,the distributions of the raw

scores reinforce this interpretation because the values at two stan-

L4 . 3

_dard deviations below the mean are usually greater than the corres-

1

ponding mean chance levels indicating that less than 3 percent of the

- 169




raw scores are expected to be leéss than the K/2 value.

";i . The distributions of itwm d1ff1culty values 1ndioated that most

| items were neither too easy nor -too difficult, ranging between .30

to .70, the usual range given for the optimal d1scr1minability of ‘the -
items. Although PIX contained a majority of items w1th discriminﬂbility B

values greater than .70, PB correlations for that level and those for the

f"/
S

PII and Elementary levels were poS1t1Ve and greater than .20 w1thout

exception. The percentage of PB correlations’ above .50 for each subtest .

ranged from 15.5 (Elementary, Reading) to 77.1 (PI, Word Knowledge).

. In short, the items of the three MAT levels were not only homogéneous

within a subtest but also discriminated between high and low scores for

LN o,
P

this group of-special education students.

-

S T © . The major findings 1n the present study were “that teacher selectlon
of test level resulted in:. a) most of the_sample of currently and former-

o v

ly .enrolled EMR students responding above chance 1evels on all subtests
of the MAT, b) KR-20 reliability coefficients comparable w1th those of
the standardization sample and c) generally moderate to high POSlthe PB

correlationsvfor all subtest-level combinations. Furthermore, inspec-

e >

tion of the means and standard deviations of the students on each sub-

_test~level combination does not indicate a ceiling effect. The moderate .

to high positive PB correlations reinforce this interpretation because : ol

A

on the.average,-s%udents with low total scores responded incorrectly on

the average to individual items while the opposite was true for students

w1th high total scores\

- _ These results are meaningful because they indicate that the judge- -

<

ments of the teachers were accurate and did not underestimate the test




T —

vNevertheless, norm-referenced tests are informative because they rank R .

' evaluating academic achievement. The results of the‘present paper —
' suggest that the teacher selection method for out-of-level testing with -

;a standardized achievement test appears to be an appropriate one for

[

level for this group of special students even though the disparities

between the'age-grade placement of the students and out-of-level test
selected were as great as 10 grades in some cases. However, such vari;
ability in a given classroom may lead to some practicaI problems in dm-
plementing this out-of-level testing ;ethod. in the case of the-MAT
and other popular standardized achievement tests, students must be grouped
by each level because the levels differ in both administration time and K
instructions.' This condition precludes the-tesfing of all stulents in a
given classroom during a single session. Perhaps students can be as-
signed to groups on a grade ‘or school building baSis. Specific scheduling
questions must be answered and solutions will vary according to the re-
alities of eac h school building site. N

Another issue concerns the appropriateness of using standardized °
achievement tests with EMR students as opposed to alternative forms of
measurement'such as_criterionsreferenced. The laiter type may be more
suited for‘assessing specific cognitive and non-cognitive objectives

and individually prescribed sequences of instruction for EMR students. s

individuals on a common scale for comparative purposes, especially in

-~

?‘.

selecting a reliable instrument to assess academic performance for this
group of students, while at the same time the selection results in a

technically acceptable utilization of an already available instrument.
4 .

for the assessment of achievement;

P
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Footnotes

1 .
Preparatlon of th1s manuscrlpt was supported in part by a grant

from the U.S. Offlce of Educatlon, No. 0-73- 5263- 02, Bureau of the

Handicapped. The opinions expressed’herein do not necessarily reflectv
" the pos1tlon or pollcy of the u. S Offlce of Education, and no official
". endorsement by the U.S. Offlce of Educatlon should be ;nferred Thanks kﬁ
Lare due to C. Edward Meyers, Robert A. Smith, and Wllllam C. Thelmer

who read and commented on earlier drafts of this manuscrlpt, Gail .

Aldredge and Pamlla Walthall for their ass1stance in the preparatlon

T
e 5

and typlng of thls manuscrlpt, and the Test Department of Harcourt,

-y

Brace and Jovanovich for prov1d1ng technical reports on’ the Metropoll- ‘ -

~ tan Achievement Test.
Also at the University of Southern california.
3A more detailed description of the»sanple design will be provided

upon request.

ve -
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Summary Statistics of the Item Analysis for Selected Subtests of

TABLE 1 -

“the Primary I MAT Battery

' Subtests
Variable N=130
Kﬁgaigncn ﬁnxgggﬁs READING coggggrs compggigious ‘
Number of Items 35 40 42 35 27
,Numbei’o% Alternatives 4 4 3 6 o*
Mean Raw Score 26.63 | 20.35 | 26.17 | 24.50° 19.88
Standard Deviation 8.01 8.47 10.94 7.06 6.41
'KR-20 | .936 .922. 946 ~.90d .929
Percentage of students exceeding ) . ' '
guessing level scores of test 96.1 95.3 86.1 99.2 | =—==—-- *
Range of item difficulty values .46-.95 .43-.95 .39-.90 .31-.98 .26-.94
ﬁ? percent Below .30 . 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 3.7
< %Percent .30 - .70 34.2 37.5 73.8 42.9 25.9 .
_ Percent Above .70 65.8 62.5 26.2 | 57.1 70.3
ﬁange of point-biserial cor- v .
relations of the items .41~-.72 .26-.65 [.29-.72 | .13-.69 .36-.79
' “Fércent Below .20 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 3.0 0.0
Percent .20 - .50 , 22.9 40.0 A19,o 48.5 18.5
Percent Above .50 77.1 0.0 | 81.0 48.5 81.5

*Item format was open—ended; no alternatives'presented to examine ;
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TABLE 2

summary Statistics of the Item Analysis for Selected Subtests of
the Primary II MAT Battery .

Subtests ! .
Variable - N=142
WORD WORD . | ooaninG MATH . MATH _MATH P.
KNOWLEDGE | ANALYSIS 7 | CONCEPTS | COMPUTATION | SOLVING |
Number of Items 40 35 .44 40 - 33 1 35
Number of Alternatives 4 4 n3 5 5 5
Meari Raw Score 27.94 23.49 28.33 23.97 20.63 20.25
S '

' Standard Deviation 7.91 7.21 . 10.59 8.31 7.87 8.52
KR-20 .906 888 .937 "  .909 .921 .925
Percentége.of students exceeding .

guessing level scores of test 99.3 -98.6 85.2 95.1 95.1 91.5
Range of item difficulty values .38-.96 .43-.93 .41-.92 .16-,93 .21-.91 1.17-.81
‘Percent Below .30 0.0 0.0. 0.0 12.5 9.1 8.6
Percent .30 - .70 52.5 62.9 65.9 50.0 48.5 62.9
Percent Above .70 47.5 ©37.1 . 34.1 37.5 42.4 . 28.5
‘Range of point-biserial cor- . w_ - ) 3 .
relations of the items .30-.70- |.26-.65 |.08-.71 | .22-.64 .21-.66 .27-.66
" percent Below .20 0.0 0.0 2.3 | 0.0 0.0 0.0
" Percent .20 - .50 67.5 62.9 34.1 50.0 30,3 \31.4
Percent Abové °.50 32.5 . 37.1 63.6 50.0 69.7 68.6




] TABLE 3

. * Summary statlstlcs of the Item Analysxs for Selected Subtests of the
Elementary MAT Battery

)

Subtests

°* Variabie L“ N=87
= \ WORD | pran o]  MATH ~ MATH MATH PROBLEM
KNOWLEDGE NG| coNCEPTS | COMPUTATIONS| SOLVING
Number of Items ‘ - x | so “45 40 40 35
Number of Alternafiveso 4 4 5 5 5
ﬁgan Réw Score -~ 28.20 21.63 | 16.93 23.92 ° 15,537 T
Standard Deviafion - ‘10.63~ 7.61 7.85 9.04 . 8.04
KR-20 926 .860 .887 .925 .913,
»ﬁmrPercentage of students exceeding v . 3.
" guessing level scores of test 93.1 92.0 86.2 " 90.8 -82.8
Rangé of’item‘difficulty values 12-.86 .14-.91 .08-.93 .03~-.94 . 06~,86
Percent Below .30 12.0 | 28.9 ~"32’._5 L~ 75 31.4
percent .30 = .70 © 60.0 51.1 | 57.5 | . 55.0 57.2
Percent Abové .70 28.0 20,0 | 10.0 37.5 1.4
_Range of'point-biserial cor=-" . L ‘

‘relations of the items -.01-.70 |.06-.60 |.13-.62 .16-.66 .15-.65
Pgrceht.Below .20 6.0 6.7 5.0 2.5 2.9
Percent .20 - .50 . L 48.0 77.8 72.57 | 35.0 45.7

q percent Above .50 - 46.0 15.5 | 22.5 62.5 51,4 3
' 7
. \




Some Behavioral Data on the Success of California's
Transition Program :

Roland K. Yoshida% Donald L. MacMillan3 and
C. Edward Meyers '

I L Neuropsychiatric Institute-Pacific State Research Group

l — _ In response to.civil rights litigation California modified the

’ criteria for EMR placement and reassessed all EMR students. Over 11,000
decertificatjons with some mainstreaming assistance took place during - -
the 1969-72 academic years. The experience of educating these children
in regular class constitutes valuable data for mainstreaming in general..
The focus of. this BEH-funded project was on the effects of these changes
n_the decgrtified (D) /students, in contrast with EMRs not decertified
EMR) and regular class (RC) counterparts as well as their teachers and .
urriculum. A mhlti;%imensional approach served’ to measure the success
decertification which resulted in a number of dependent variables,

sdme of which are as/follows:. a) current status--the proportion of stu~
_ dents who remained jn school o:ygraduated, dropped-out or whose where-

abd-ts are unknown,/ b) academic achievement of students available for

study--the Metropo}itan Achievement Test (MAT), teacher marks, teacher

' ed—in "cum"files and—ina questionnaire; state man———

dated achievement/scores, and c) adjustment variables--cooperation SR “
"(distipline) grades, attendance in school, teachér remarks. In short,
uccess of décertification was evaluated from a wide range of view-

T%is paper' reports on two of those behavior outcomes, namely, the
current status Q§5Ehe students - -and the MAT scores in reading and mathe-
matics of .those available and selected for current study. Specifically,
data wi%l be presented which: a) cdmpared populations of D and EMR
:" Yo f, .

t . E - ,
1Paper presented at the annual convention of the American Association on
Mental Défipiency, Portland, Mayy; 1975. :Preparation of this manuscript ' "
was supported in part by a grant from .the U.S. Office of Education, No. '
0-73-5263-02, Bureau of the Handicapped. The opinions expresged herein
do not necessarily reflect the position or policy of the U.S. Office of
Education,! and no official endorgement by the U.S. Office of Education
should be inferred. Thanks are due Richard Shea and Pamila Walthall who
assisted in the preparation of this manufcript.

. s, N\
2p1s0 at thk University of Southern California -

3
e

- ' " , .
) 2

‘ 1
Also at the Umiversity of California, Riverside




students in terms of their latest known status, according to sghool dis-

trict records and analyzed where possible ethnic breakdowns within each. o
student group, and b) analyzed MAT readiung and mathematics subtest scores

for the D, EMR, and RC students in each districts. 1In short, success of

the decertt?ied student was studied by current status of the samples o \E-a

D and EMR students, and for those who remained in school, their'achieve-

ment scores as compared with those of RC.students. ' '

Method . A
" Sub]ects . J I ./ . n'
C i /// . ' o
Twelve, California unified school ditricts representing a wide varia-
tion in ethnic density, community SES and enrollment size were sélected
by a purposive stratified sampling design developed by Keogh, Becker, Kukic
and Kukic (1972). We compiled lists in nine digtricts of all EMR students
during the 1969-72 academic years from which Ds and EMRs were then randomly
selected ‘in sufficient size to reflect that district's experience with :
decertification. It was possible-in ‘three districts (Nos. 2, 5, 9) to se-
* cure only samples of the current Ds and EMRs because: a) the EMR popula-
tion during the 1969-72 period was. too ‘large, estimated at over 5,000 in
‘one district, b) political problems plagued another, and c) a teacher's -
strike in the third. Table 1 presents the population of Ds and EMRs, their
ethnic and sex composition and their chronological age at the time of this

———study,-spring 1974%— - : , ] -

i e

-

Current study samples of Ds were then randzaly selected.~ An EMR
was matched to the D on the basis of program level (elementary, junior
high, senior high), ethnicity and 'sex. The D student was also patred
with. a RC student of the same ethnicity who was randomly selected from
the same classroom as the D student and said by his teacher to be in the”
bottom half of his class in achievement. Table 2 presents the composition
of those samples as well as their demographic characteristics.

" Procedure and Data AnaliﬁI? ' “+ f

Current status. We searched the population of the Ds and EMRs ex-
“cept in a large district and in those which only sampled currently enrolled
students {(Nos. 2, 5, 9) as to their most recent status as of the 1973-74
academic year. We recorded information such as whethgy the student had
dropped-out, graduated, and so-forth, from the student's cum or attendance
. record; we collapsed data to create categories of status used to/define
‘ N successful adjustment to schogl as’foll ws' - . / .

1. Positive adjustment--In a district school, or graduated, or: in
aprivate school.

2. Neutral adjustment--Transfenxd to other school distrlcts

3. Negative adjustment--Dropped -out, and unknown status in those




r A | n | N
whb were 16 years of age or younger. (These students were

L under, compulsory attendance obligation and therefore should

v have been enrolled in a schoal program.)

w , ) o : : . : ,

« : . 4. Unknowns--Unknown status of students elder than 16 years.

.t 5hé\freqdencie3-in each category were tabulated and chi-square tests of .

' independerice were used to test whether,rglaé&onships existed between

< . statuseg;agg the D and EMR students. Furthermore, chi-square tests were

used within e D and EMR categories to test whether differences occur -
by -éthnicity, An alpha level of .05 was adopted to test the significance
of each statisfiical hypothesis. :

. v .
Metrdg@liﬁanh Achievgment Test (MAT). Within each district, the ,
selected D, EMR ,and RC students took one of six levels of the MAT. Given @ .
_the disparity befween these subjects' chronological ages_ and théir academic ’
ot .  achievement level, an experimenta#l procedure for selecting the leyel of
- * test was instituted. Each teacher of the selected students was presented
cépies-of‘tebt-booklets for all MAT levels and was asked to choosg the
1éve1,post appropriate for the student. Students were then grouped ac-
. cording to these levels, yielding groups ranging from 1 to 6’ students.
'An .item andlysis of this ‘procedure reported by Yoshida (1975) and Yoshida,
. ~'Meyers, and MacMillan (1975) showed that the teacher-selection procedure A
N ' controlled .random guessing, yet maintained discriminability of the items
) ‘for,alltthrée types of students. - ' '

»

“ - The grade equivalents (GEs).Eor total Reading and Math from all levels.
¢ of the MAT were selected as the’'achievement measure because they were ds- '
_ sumed to be comparable across levels (see Teacher's Handbook of the MAT) .

. For each district, the data were, analyzed with a one-way analysis of covari-
" ance involving three levels of student type (D vs. EMR vs. RC) with pro- :
., ~ gram level (elementary, junior high, and sgnior high) as the covariate in .
v - the ANCOVA. An ANOVA was used for district 8 because subjects were loca- N
" ted.at'a single program level. A Scheffé test determined &hither there ) \

‘% were sigificant differences in the adjusted means of the MA reading and

.. math for two comparisons of interest, D vs. RC and D vs. EMR. "An alpha
level of .05 was adopted to test the simnificance of the overall F-tests
“and the Sdheff& post-hoc test. . : .

.
o . ©

oo ’ . ! Results and Discussion
_0‘ - .

A o Cﬁ;xent status. Table 3 presents the comparative frequencies of D
and EMR students in the four adjustments: positive, neutral, negative,
and unknowns. Two separate analyses were conducted on each district. The

o ~frequencies of the positive and neutral adjustments were combined and com-

AR pated with the negative adjustments. Since the students in the neutral
classification have transferred to another district, they may be assumed - &
to be enrolled in that district's program thereby having a positive statuys.

However, a second analysis considered only the positive versus the nega-

tive adjustments. The transferred students may not hdve continued with

their education or At leas: not in the same program as in the former dis-

« triet. In both analyses; students of unknown status were eliminated be-~

" ‘cause of their small ps in nost districts.
om . .

"
< ¢
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The results reported in Table 4 comparlng the. pos1t1ve-neutra1
against the negative with chi-square tests of independence revealed a wut
slgnlﬁlcant educational group by adjustment relationship in district 12
only (X =5.17, df = 1, p < .05); a s1gn1f1cant re1atlogsh1p was . found .
for positive versus negative analysus for districts 4 (X¢ = 6.17, df = 1,
. ' p < .05) and 12 (X = 13.16, df = L, p < .01). An examination of the
' frequency distributions shdwed that a greater proportion of Ds were said
to have had positive adJustment than EMR students in both d1str1cts 4
and 12,

For analys1s of ethn;c 1nteractions within either the D or EMR
group, only the Ds from districts 3 and 4 and the EMRs from district 3,
4, and 12 were considered because they were the only district-group com-
binations having sutf1c1eﬁt numbers of more than one ethnic group. Table
5 presents the comparisons of interest. Only the positive versus nega-
tive comparisons of the Ds_in district & (X2 8.15, df = 2, p < .05) and
the EMRs in district 12 (X2 7.64, df:= 2, p < .05) showed any signifi-
cant relationships. Th district 4, the Anglo Ds appeared to drop-out in
K greater propnrtlons than those of the Blacks and Spanish- surname students
. whereas Anglo and Black EMRs appeaneé'to leave more than ‘the Spanish-
. surname students in district 12.

The above findings c1ear1y’1nd1cate that D students did -not have .
higher rates of droppings-out of school than EMR students. In most
A districts, the proportions were not S1gn1f1cant1y different; however,
in two districts, EMRs were found to have Teft in greater proportlons.
Perhaps unique sjituational: var1ab1es to the two districts may have
caused the EMR students.to ‘leave school in greater<proportions. The EMR
program may have been perceived as ineffective by the special -learner .
and/or his parents, causing a decision .to leave school. However, non- .
educational explanations such as changes in the labor market, and the .
..economy. of_the area may have added pressures to move jinto other regions
or jobs which forced these students to leave school without reportirg %
‘these changes to thieir former or prospective school district, Finally,
EMR students may qualltatlvely differ from the D student in terms of com* '
mitment to an educational program. Nevertheless, these data suggest that :
D students did not leave school in greater proport1oﬁ‘—than*their—nbn- o T
decertified  counterparts; this. interpretation is reinforced by the high °
‘percentage of D-.students who remalned in their, distrlcgrg regular educa-

I3

- tlonﬂpro%ra?. e B . ‘
’ (. MetroEolltan Achievement Test (MAT). Tables 6 and 7 present the
y adjusted means and unadjusted standard deviations as well as the F-tests
* for the one-way analysis of covariance for the MAT total Reading and Math
. subtest grade equivalent (GE) scorés. The GEs of D and RCs attest to <

“the intermal validity of the sampling deslgn. We asked teachers to no-
. minate students whom they considered in the bottom half of their class
" . in achievement. . Considering that the model student in the sample was in
.~ the elghth or ninth grade, the-means and stangard deviations indicate that
low achieving RCs had been selected for the sample. This- interpretation
is further reinforced by teacher responses to a questionnaire which found
that over 75% of the classes were considered low ability on the average
with the majﬁrlty at or below the average of those clasges. = R

‘ 4_, . . . - .
© < hd - ) B ' is
3 . . . . .




“In all districts reported in Tables 6- and\7 except d1strict 8--Mathe-
matics, significant differences were found among the three types of stud-
dents for the adJusted means of the MAT Readlng and Math total subtests.
The rank order of the means was with one exceptlon, the RC student highest,
—followed, ‘by the’ Dgand EMR. Scheffd tests were uséd to test two pair-wise
comparisons, RC veZsus D and D versus. EMR. A}though other pair-wise and
comblnatlons/of comparisons could have been made, the logic of the study
-focused on the performance of the D relative to his,RC counterpart as well
as to the non-decertified EMR students who were ‘in 5pec1a1 classes at the
same time as the D. The results reported in Table 8\ show that: a) for
the Reading subtest, the RCs scored 31gn1f1cant1y higher than the Ds in
districts 3, 4, 6, 10, and 11 .and the Ds were higher :tan the EMRs in dis-
tricts 11 and 12 and b) for Math, the RCs weré higher ‘than the Ds in
districts 3, 4, 6, and 11 with* ‘fhe Ds higher than the ﬁMRs in districts
3, 4, 6 7, 11 and 12. ; ' )

J i E "\
The most consistent f1nd1ng was the almgst 1nvar1aht rank order of
the three groups of students in terms of performance on the MAT. RCs
“were found to have significantly higher scores than the D\students in 9
18 comparisons. The failure to reject the null hypoth331s in the-.re-"
“/malning inetancegrmay be explained in two ways. The sample sizes in
/ dlstrlcts 2, 8 ghd 10 were .quite small which reduced the power of the
/ Scheffé test detect mean differences such,as those (about one. grade
! equivalent) for Reading and Math-in those districts. The performance of
the Ds in-dfstrict 7° was hlgher than the RCs in Reading and \relatively
the same for the Math subtest. This result may be due to the type of
student who was selected as the contrast subject in district:7. The
placement for decertified’students in most districts was the ‘regular
class; however, in d1str1ct 7, a sizeabte proportlon of Ds (agg;pxlmately
407.) were placed intq educatlonall handicapped (EH) classes.” The EH )
contrast students are typically’ X rred to special class because they -
perform at least two :grades below'what should be their normal-chrono-
logical age grade placement -level. Selection. biases may exp1a1n the
reversal of the rank order in terms of Reading for the RCs and Ds in
district 7; the same contention may be argued for the re1at1ye1y small
absolute dlfference in the Math scores.

o

-As far as "the D versus EMR comparigon is concerned, differences
appeared as frequently as those for the D versus RC. Berhaps the same
arguyments presented above for nonsignificant f1nd1ngs may be applied

. here because the mean scores of'the Ds on:the Reading and Math sections
were greater than those for the EMRs i all cases with absolute:dif-

. ferences for sope nons1gn1f1cant comparisons as “much as one grade
equ1va1ent. -In short, the D students on the whole appeared to have
higher GEs than bhe EMRs. " .

- -Our main f1nd1ng of an 1nvar1ant rank order in the scores of the ~
RC,:®; and EMRs,raises some important .points. The'Ds are not a completely
distinct group from the*RCs. Even though s1gn1f1cant dlfferences were
found between the D and RC students, the absolute dlfference between the
two groups was typically less than the standard deviation for- the RC
group in any distyict-: subtest comblnatlon, indicating some overlap 1n

< o

P
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the distributions of the two groups. Some Ds may be doing as well as if
_not ,better than many of their regular class counterparts. Furthermore,
'they scored higher than EMRs who were not decertified. Although the Ds
are not achieving at grade level in Reading and Math, some appear to be
succeeding when compared with the RCs and EMRs. '
B It must be noted; however, that Ds were typieally found in low
‘achievement reading classes. In response to a questionnaire, -59% of the
_ teachers of the Ds stated that very few students read at grade level for
“the class with an additional 16% stating thatsunder half of the class
read at grade level. Also, as requested, the teacher selected the RCs
. from students judged to be in the bottom half of the class in achieve--
“ment. The upshot of the above arguments is that we must temper the con-
clusion of the Ds success in the regular when we compared the D student
with the expected grade level achievement for his class.
Flnally, there are- Ds who are markedly below the achlevement of
the RCs. The question must be raised of whether this difference affects.
‘the educational programming for those students and more importantly their
acceptance by teachers and peers. In other words, are these students
obtrusive, are they perceived to constitute a distdnct group of students?
Questions such as these will be asked of other types -of data which will

add to our 1nterpretatlon of the decertification process.
4

P

Summary.  This BEH-funded proJect sought to determine the success
of students decertified under mandated reasséssment in Callfornla,
according to two measures: a) a common. sense definition by which current
status of the Ds were compared with the EMRs armd b) achievement measured

"o " by the Metropolitan Achievement. Test. We found that Ds did not leave
school or were otherwise unaccounted for more often than the EMRs; in
two districts, the-EMRs had higzer proportions of negative adjustments
which was attributed to district specific variables. According’to MAT

total Reading and Math subtest scores, an inyariant rank order of RCs
highest, followed by Ds, and EMRs was found in all but one district. It
was concluded that Ds did not drop-out of school more often thian non-
decertified EMR students and. that some Ds were succeed1ng relative to.
low achieving RC students as well as non-decertified EMR students.
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TABLE 3 ’
Status of Decertified and EMR Students, v
Academic Year, 1973-74 ' .
- @
Adjustment
District . Total Positive ' Neu_r:fal -Négativq Unknown
D | EMR D EMR D | EMK| D |[EMR | D EMR
| - R ] lv c = ' s
3 354 292 190 132 60 81 77 60 27 19
(53.7) | (45.2)](16.9){(27.7)|(21.8)|(20.5) | (7.6) | (6.5)
. - . . » ' . ‘,'-'\.g_” .
4 134 192 | 82 75 30 69 16 35 6 13 .
(61.2) | (39.1)1(22.4)(35.9) ¢11.9)} (18.2) | (4.5)  (6.8)
6 70 83 48 42 17 37 4 2 1 2
(68.6) | (50.6) | (24.3){ (44.6)| (5.7)] (2.4) | (L.4) | (2.4)
7 36| 103 | 29 51 5 | 48 2 |4 | o 0o
(80.6) | (49.5)](13.9)](46.6)| (5.6)] (3.9)| (0.0) | (0.0)
' ' o |- ’ | :
8 . 30| 36 17 | 19 .5 11 | 4 5° | 4 1
: (56.7) | (52.8)[(16.7)[(30.6) [ (13.3)|(13.9) |(13.3) | (2.8)
10 | 20| 79 10 60 | 4 | 14 2 3 4 2
(50.0) | (76.0){(20.0)| (17.7)|(10.0)| (3.8) [(20.0) | (2.5)
1 | e a1 | s '35 10 10 {12 | 2 0 0
(71.1) |[(74.5) [(13.2)](21.3)| (25.5)| (4.3)| (0.0) | (0.0)
. .‘&‘ < . tb
o o2 146 186 96 65 13 46 27 51 10 | 24
S | (65.8) | (35.0)| (8.9)| (24.7)|(18.5)] (27.4) (6.9) [(12.9) |~




TABLE 4

%% Values of P031t1vé-Neutra1 vs. Negative Adjustment and
. Positive vs. Negative Adjustment in Comparlng
Success of Decertified and EMR Studen®x?

Do

Comparison
District : ;
\ . fositivg-Neutral vs. Negative ?Positive vs. Negative
~ . ) ! . -
, , o - _
. ' 3 ~0.20 0.30
w4 . 2,68 : . 6.17%%
8 !
6 ; 1.07 | £0.38 |
l
. ! :
N 7 | 0.18 i 0.02 ;
8 i 0.01 S 0402
¢ LA
: . .
10 i 1.93 ¢ 2.30
: i
. i
1 3.83 ] 3.38 !
) ; é
12 5.17% i 13.16%% '
| - =

Note: All significant differences favored the decertified.

3Excluding students of unknown status.

t < a

¥p < .05; X2'= 3,84, df = 1

2= 6.64; df = 1 o

]

JFp < 015 X
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| TABLE 5
Frequencies and X2 Values of the Relationship Between
Ethnicity and Adjustment Within the Decertified
‘ and EMR Groups in Selected Districts?

- . Adjustment
' District-Group . : - : D _ :
' Positive-Neutral Negative | %2  Positive | Negative x2

District 3-Decertified I _ g ’ ' 1

" Anglo'N K o 50 - 24 | 3.47 35 24 5.92
Black N ' - 69 .19 59 * 19
Spanish-Surname N ' o111 31 ) 95 31

District 3-EMR ~ ° o b A . ‘
Agglo N~ . ° =9 16 | 1.98 45 16 0.55
Black N 60 1 20 B 20
Spanish-Surname N 62 19 44 19 -

District 4-Decertified - _ .

+ Anglo N~ . 8 5 8.15% 18 5 4,13¢
Black N - - " 42 3 48 3
Spanish-Surname N S 32 8 45 8

. . L -~

District 4-EMR ' ' s ' .

Anglo N 26 15 1 1,03 53 15 0.76
Black N - . 35 R s 62 " 14
Spanish-Surname N =~ [« 14 . .5 28 5
'Distfict 12-EMR _
Anglo N Ce 4 . 9 7 .64% 9 9. 4.36
Black N < 6 8 - 9 8
Spanish-Surname N 39 19 ) 39 19

8For Anglo, Black and Spanish-Surname students only, unknown statuses excluded.

p < ,05, X2 = 5,99, df =2 -’




: . " TABLE 6

AdJusted MEans and UnadJusted Standard Deviatlons and the Results of

the Univariate F-Tests for the Total Reading Grade Equlvalents‘(GEs)

for the Decertified. (D), Noq;decertified EMR (EMR) and Regular Class
Match (RC) Students with Program Level as Cov7rlate

o

. . '
R ,
i ~ Total Reading GEs ‘ o ' ' .
Districts _RC D . . EBR B F , \
N M SD »M. | SD M SD
o2 g 45 | 4.059 | 1.830 | 3.026 874 | 2,413 | 1,077 | Zuddwk “
) ~ '3, | 137 | 3.s50 | 1.230 | 2,770 | .733 | 2.310 .697 C20.700%kx |
A ‘05; 4,790 |- 1.566 | 3.646 | 1.283 | 2.788 | -1.466 |12.666%kx- | -
57 | 65 | 4.586 | 1.880 | 2.984~ C678 | 2.662 | 743 N 15.892%k%
7| a8 | 2.749 756 | 2.833 | .737 | 2.157 | 1.036 | 3.55% o
8 21 | 4.570 | 1.190 | 3,490 .sus 2,590 | .99 | 7.69%
10 | 24 | 4.569 | 1.480 | 3.260 | 550 | 2.268 | .943 | 11.784swx
11 | 66 | 4286 | 1.516 | 3.253 939 | 2.323 | .717. | 19.179%kx
12~ | 45 | 3.688 | 1.310 | 3.307 | 1.143 .| 2.112| .618 10.669%%k
13 - | 6 |-4.750 | 354 2.300 | --=- | 2.766 | ~.635 | a

-

: ag-Test not calcdlated due to small ns

v

- bDANOVA run on District 8 only because subjects were 1ocated at one program. 1eve1w
*p < .05 " ’
 *%p < 01 : - ' -
*k%p < .001 - |2
. : 3

190




TABLE 7

]

AdJusted Me-ans_ and UnadJusted Standard Deviations anii the Results' of _
the Univariate F-Tests for the Total Math Grade Equivalents (CEs)
for/the Decertified (D), Non-decértified ‘EMR’ (EMR) and Regular Class

W, Match (RC) Studenté with Program Level as Covariate
) e - e el
‘/ 3 N . i . -
' R 1 .
X , Y o ] kY * f\
S/ . Co ' ' 'I'.‘otal"Math GEs : \1
[ pistricts - RC.___ ° __D: ' EMB.L. F
| N M SD M g% M sp '
- , - — 4 j
N 2 [ 45 | 4.153 | 1.868 | 3.273 .696. | 2.333 609 | 10.222%%%
. : - 1. - e - " :
3 137 | 3.760 "| 1.810 | '3.070 | °.981 | 2.230. | .846 ' | 24.100%%k.| [
A . ) ) 2k c/ 1 . - .
4 78 | 4.479 | 1.618 | 3.582 |- .927 | 2.525 710 17.023%¥%
\“ * ) . ) ‘ . LN
6 65 | 4.578 | 1.575 | 3.540 793 | 2.406 | .810 . 18.879%kx | -,
‘7 48 | 3.129 | 517 | 2,70 | .91 .| 2.002 977 8.961xk% |
8 |21 |s4.140 | .716 | 3.310 | .939 | 2.860 [4.390 | 2.68 ;
10 | 24 | 4.805 | 2.349 | 3.582 | 1.129 | 2.301 | .901 4.530%
11 Gég 4.418 | 1.206 | 3.464 | 1.273 | 2.536 728 | 15.491k%k
. R S ’ D . o /
. . / ~
12 - 45 3.753 | 1.563 3.427 .803 2.362 44 6.950%*%
13 6 | 3.700 | 1,414 | 1.600 | ---- .| 2.100 | .529 - a
~ 9F-Test not calculated due to small ns ’ ' e
ANOVA run on District 8 only: because subJects were’ 1ocated at one program level '
*p < .05 , : . . : A
**p < .01 , : S ' ; /
*¥kp < ,001 , . h 0
3 / ‘ a~




\ L v " ' 5
. ¢ -+ TABLE 8 S o m
! - el - ' C - . ‘ﬁ
Summary of Scheffé Test of Selected Pair-wise. - .
Comparisdhs.on Adjusted Mean Scores of Regular,Class’
. *+. “(RC), Decertified (D) and Non-décertified EMR
o - Students for the MAT Reading and Math Subtest
' ) Grade Equivalents (GEs)?’ R
' o N ,
o ‘District.| Reading Subtests GEs \\Math Subtest GEs | ,
o '-’..._ ’ ? 9 Lo . ;o
-2, " ———k ' £ mme-
-, 1 - .3 | "re>>p _— RC > D} D > BR
AP .4 RC>D | RC > D; D> EMR |
o £ -1 .. 6, |" re>D. - RC > D; D > EMR
k e - : _t}' . o
. l. ‘t , ‘ 7 '; ‘_ - - - - > . D > EMR
“ - ) )’ :\,- * ) . N _ T —
S| 1w | Yre>D 7! R
e A B ¥ RC > D; D> EMR _RC > D; D> EMR
S, B I b T ‘ ‘
o 12 D2 EMR -1 D>EMR
« ( K : )
. 1 b \ b . * ' > T |
N .
3 * . ;’.c. - . "/
' ’ 80nly the RC vs. D and D vs. EMA paif-wi'sj comparisons
. - were tegted. All reported differences are significant
’ 8t .05 leyel. . TP
L. L ' bCo‘mp’arisons not calculated due to small ns

L 1
o

/ o
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‘Neﬁs flash: Dateli;e San Gabriel‘Valley Fejruary 1975 ) )

Mother booked‘fbr child gbandoﬁment} Mrs. Gleria Chicano was

charqed with leaving two %of hér seven children at an orphanage

with a note requestihg they Se taken in. She could.not get relief

or fooa stamés because gd;e of.her children wer;/ﬁEf‘born in thé

United States. |
-~ 3 _ o
News item: Spring, 1975, Los Angeles Citv School District

‘threatened with loss of $100,000,000 in federélly fundeq prgjects

E , -

in disput®e over integration.
This is an address on the nature of somé imposed environments and their

" consequences upon the edycation and welfar~ of children. It is meant to share
: B ' 1 . L - :

. — . _

Some observations gained in the study of the programming of children, es~ -

. 0

pecially“eiceptional children. This programming has ping ponged at the

" mercy not of the professionals who are held accountable,ﬂut at the merty

or

of persons in courts and state boards and legislative commiétees who them-

3 .
selves do not have to be held accountable. These experiences have so im-

pressed myself and colleages in our research epdeavors over recent years

o 0 4 . g '
that we have found ourselves attending to the larger sociopolitical and 7

— . ‘ R 4
legal forces affecting child welfare rather than to developmental science

- and instkuctional method. ‘ - t {

v

x Simyltaneously I have experienced at home a daily vicarious review

of the problems of éettihg up 200-minute kindergarten programs in .a

”schddl“diéfriCE'wIEh the on<again 6ff-again legislation, and then the same
things with the attempt to develop the early childhood program. The - 4

','princiﬁéf if not"thé exlusive place where these problems have occurred has

been California, but those who come from sclsewhere might keep in mird that




v

what happens inOCalifernia education seems to.spread tike smog to the‘east,
. and further that a lot of Ghat'happened eecurred in federal court, thus "
R tending to be interstate. | ‘

A current example might be given.' fhis'is‘in speeial education but
it serves the purpose. My colleagues and I are completing a project which
has reV1ewed the educatlonal success of samples around California of over
ll 000 students decertlfled from their segregated spec1al classes for the .‘ .
educahle mentally retarded (EMR) ‘and reassigned to the regular program,

- with or without transition assistance. Inasmuch as there is a natione

wide passion to "main: tream" most if not all of the/hagdicapped learners,
2 y S : : : ' . )
it was of interest to ,the’ Bureau of Education of- the Handicapped of the

,U.Ss. Office. of Education to finance us to determine from this event just

how these mainstreamed leatners fared. The changes in Ccalifornia and else-
where in the definition of the educable mentally retarded or EMR were

occasioned by class action civil rights lawsuits which charged that black

and Spanash—surnamed students were labeled wrongfully and were segrega ~ed

) 1nto an 1nferlor educatlon by biased means, thls referrlng to the use of »

allegedlf'culturally unfair 1ntelllgence tests. I refer to the Dlana, the

- ‘Larry P.vs Wilson Riles, the P.A.RJ:. type of case.l e o '
Yo , . . O
These were federal cases, which sought relief from the alleged denial

of equal educatlonal opportunlty guarenteed under our U.S, Blll of Rights.

. In each case the faderal court produced mandates ox agreements to remedy

the situation. As a conseguence we had,large numbers of former EMR students

suddenly returned to regular class, without readiness by the school districts.

The court declared the children by law to be norma:i iearners; ergc, they

T _ . » .
should s£;ceed in reqular class. So far as the court seemed to care. that

“a -

lThese cases are listed in the references.

FRIC - 195
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‘was the end of the matter. Ayciuil'rights violation had been corrected:

Children had been wrongfully labeled. Remome that label, go;your'way and
. sin no more.. The court was finished,vand for all practical purposes was
not accountable for:the fact that the action was a sledgehammer solution . .v

to a complex educational problem based upon, we are certain, an intention- .

L

ally delimited presentation of issues. Let us take a rather careful look -

.o N

at what happened. We had good reason to ask some questions-about-whether
the courts secure the whole, balanced story. We did ask the lawyers in .
’the Diama and the Larry P. cases, State’ Department personnel, and a pro-
feser of law of the handicapped ‘and wehdetermined that no, the‘court.does'

not in these cases getacomplete picture. Inquiring further, we determined'*
.that in English and American jurisprudence, the court maintains an essen-

- l

tia11§ passive posture,delimiﬁingltself to the evidence which olaintiff

and dbfense have elected to present. This is the typical way our courts

L

act.: It is our contention that in the- case of the massive fall-out which

ve sudh a-. mandate provides, the court should have investigated thorougﬂy'so e,

o

:p - a better mandate could ensue, one snot so demanding for sudden adjustment.

. < - »

Pirst of all, one may inquire why the complaints in Diana, Larry P.,
Whitlow,-PARC and others were not defended. The reason is simple: the
defendents themselves had wanted change. For;years the CalifornialAsso-
ciation of School PsycholOgists had worked with special education and -

f:other groups, lobbying the legislature for a better : program for thekmarginal
learners,.something hetter than archoige of segregated class and regular
class. They got nowhere. Meantime the civil‘rights interpretation came

into the picture when it was shown that the minority children were seriously

overrepresented in the allegedly degr%ding segregateddprogram. Thus the

e .o 1es.




‘ed had they wanted, about special class?

matter was taken out ot"the-hands cf those whc atrempted e shcw the -
empiiigal-basis forlehange in special, education gnd became-a misleading
civilunights matter, which had of course its cwn rléht to atterntilcn.

So a,sort of change in specxal educaticn was effected not for reasons

o

of the best edugatlon fcxr the ehxld but for cther reascns | The change was
sudden, massive, and inherently abusive to many. Cut praject was intended
to show the lessons which might he learned from this ill prepared-fox
experience in mainstreaning for use in further mainstreaming-efforts. I
will not share those results, for the concern here 1s with th change was

made and its effects.

v i .
These mandates are instances then of how powerful fcrces cah impact

education on grounds often not germane to education 1tself. A little

further exploration of what happeﬁed is worth cur attention. Certainly

we must‘inquire,‘why‘did mot the scheol oxr institutional officials defend

thémselveés in such lawsuits? They Wanted change, but having exhausted

B “ a, 7

‘themselves in leglslatlve halls and at the ballot box, abandoned themselves |

-

to the lawsuits, pleading in effect nolo contendere, as though truly

guilty, for the purpose of effecting change. What would have they contend-

o

L .
N\

Flrst, they would have noted that there were system varlables ‘in

_ segregating children, not just IQs and labels. , The EMR child'had‘had his

°

two or three years of trial in regulaE clase before referral to a psychol-

egist and the mental test. It was not a question of IQ to start with.

Psychologists do not go aroun. *: find g¢rildren with low IQs. It 1s weil
known that many slow learning children, never referred by teachers because

5

they are getting'algng well enough,would if tested get IQs which would

5 -
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. : _ \ \
o 2
qualify._ The state does not/yord the EMR law to provide that children w1th

low IQs will go to regular c%ass, but rather that (it has always been assumed)

a child who is not learningfadequately may ‘be placed in EMR proVided he has

a qualifying 9.0 . - : .

Third, they\would have found::that the médical model use of IQ was in

-

. fact used by'psychologisﬂs to keep children out of special class (Ashurst,&

Meyers, 1973) as well as to make'sure they fit state guidelines in putting

”

~ them in. It is ironic at this very mcment that under the State Board's

o

current response to continued Larry P. litigation, mental tests are banned ,

- .fox EMR placement;fthe'psychologists now complain that they have been denied

o

~ the bast way to prevent railroading (as one put it) the child into EMR by ’

the principal and'teacher. .

o -t

Further, the court could have determined the following. In the absence
of alternative provisions=for-marginally successful students, in the presence“ -
ofrthe fact that special educatibnal orcgrams are delimited to the categorial

e

modical-model type of labeled condition, it became necessary to deprive a

L'child of his rights to getvhim a better education than he ma5~gett1ng in

N

regular class, if putting him into EMR may be said to'depriye him of his

€

rights. Thus we charge the passiye court-could have moved itself to a more

completeiasseSSment of the situation. o o

It is certainly true that the ‘courts if they looked far enough could.
= _ s v -
have secured reports of misuse of-tests, of attempts to fill empty EMR desks
é

to get more special education money (note again a built-in evil of that system),
of psychologists whose working conditions permitted only testing, never making:_
case studies, of excessive plgcagw- of minority students. That kind of abus’e'

was not common. More common was the easy and unscreened referral by a teacher




" who had not tried to cope with a slow learner, or who was being given no

- H
‘ ;

asgistance to do so by the system. . ([

There was available to the court a considerable body of. empirical - :

information for a more thorough determination of what changes they should

have‘required of the State Board or State Department. The law appears to

remain-inuicibly ignorant of this infofﬁation. We know for a matt~r of

PR RTPEEYE

. -

fact that thehrepeated\failures to replicate the Rosenthal and Jacobson
ngéelion effect docnot abpear to;he known or toﬂwant to bé known'hy the
lawyers involved.

Since such overriding decis;ons made by courts as well as state
boards and legislatures are founded upon- the current public philosophy
rather than empiric1sm, *it is quite possible to expect the decision makers
to express major changes of their ;unds in the years to come as public
philosophy should seem to require. Ten years ago it was proper‘and popular
to have armed forces in Viet Nam. Todaynit is anathema.. Ten years in the

3
~ .

fﬂture will we change our values in child development? It is easy to fantasize

&

a news flash: o | ' S

Dateline San Franoisco, 1984. Learning disabled children
. petition federal court for equitable educational opportunity,
- ciaiming equal education in mainstream puts them at unfair dis-
advantage; seek damages against mainstrean perpetrators. ]
Or another, based upon a Portland Oregonian (1975) editorial. This editorial
questioned the wisdom of bilingual education, claiming it prolongs disadvan-
tage: ' o .

_\’V‘DatelineASan Diego, 1994. Spanish-surnamed stueents sue

u.s. Civil Rights commission for damages, contending that the ~ = .«

1974 rule requiring their parents receive bilingual educatior

v

o ) Cf




L caused a perpetuation cf theirdisaduantage n educational and
economic competition. i

o~

The nonempirical base for court or legislative order for. change, made

. - - .
for reasons of current-Zeitgeist interpretation éf the constitution and law,

‘is thus capable nf mischief if seen for 1ts conséquences. It happens‘that

today's paper brings a further example. Coleman (Los Angeles Tlmes, 1975)

who made the famous Coleman report on equality of educatlonal opportunlty

©.
£

“ * told the. Amerlcan Educational Research ?ssoclatlon, as noted in today s
paper, that the court in racial de—segregatlon Jld not effect 1ntegratlon
anywhere except perhaps the South, %ut“only caused a white depopulatlon of
to-be-integrated areas. What is distressing is that all these years many

good and bad ways of integration had-been‘identified in patient resea¥xch, o
° . . -, : : ’ ) a - .
_and the Supreme Court and other courts could have long ago learned that

’

mere desegregatiéh not only would not automatically_bring integration, but

might set it back. .

-

' up 1n Sacramento 8, labor palns, I have a couple more news items:

’ e

Dateline Sacramento, anytime,- Professor charges use of
results of man@atory state testing forces teachers to teach

_to the test;clainsteachers 1nstructed to emphaslze test con-

-

tent. Also claims mandatory testing puts excessive weight upon

>

cognitive objectives.

P

t' " . Dateline West Los Angeles, 1975."Parents indicted for
‘murder. Alleged to have permitted newborn babe to starve.to
death. Husband out of work,‘family deniedvrelief on techniL_ .~

cality.

o - S »~f - _ - 'AIZ(){)
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I+ s interest.ng that, the stath das peen cfficialily concernad w.th the
M - . . o /_ .

statewide assessment cf read.ng, wretang, and at.thmet.c but appears not

-

~ o 1

¥ , . : e -
to be interested ir the helpfulness, the character, the whilesome adjustment

of our chxldren noctr even of §8Chnlb iities which would pe:sm.t people to
a

starve. .That one about the baby starving was the second actual news event
e .

in the past couple months where tiny bureaucrat.c meedlmenta keep families

from being’ susta;ned as famll;eeg. Couid it be that we shall have to go to
court orders to effect everything good, even if the courts will dec goed for
the wrong reasons? The t:irced decertificaticn of EMR studewts, dcne by methods

usxng sledgehammet ¢ Will in the iong run eﬁfect the kind cf changes which
thoughtful professicnals had'appealed‘fov in vain in Sacramento, but a lot

A7

of damage was: done in the process To give you a minor example, when the-

decertified child now in mainstream is given state mandated achievement tests

thh his regu}ar class age—placement mates, he is very likely t cry, to
. 7
" throw the test across the room, to run out oﬁ’the puilding, because he is .

confronted with an xntoierab e assault con his aeli-xebpect in netng given
{\ 4 .
a test which, say; calls for scme algebra, while he cannot yet ccpe thh shert

<

division.

Early education in- €alifcrnia ias not yet suffered or enjoy@d the same

kind of court-crdered hurry-up found %ﬂ special eduoaticna It has its own

.

history of mischievous.cffs and cns tc the distress of many and the .mpair-

ment of progress aod gocd will tcward teachers and schccis 'nDid ycu ever .

see a mean littie boy tease a dog with a piece ofgaody hich he ofiexsp dehles,

offets again, denxes‘again; and then‘perhape,eat. it himself or destroys it? |
Sincere program developers have had that kLnd»of_expexLencer Whether

(18

pianned or'not, the route to effecting a program for early childhocd has

> .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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4 ‘.‘ - ' . o . \\
P 4 ’ o . V“, '
been frustrat:ing. We starr=d about e:ght years &g. with «hal was called - .
the exterded oz the.200 m.nute kirdsrgarten The leg.slaturze w.sely d cided
it better to prevenf learning handxcéps‘in the sariier yeSrs than wc cer-ect
them later- An appropriate rcute wou.d. be tc change the Y¥endgrgarten staff-

-~ N J

ing pattern from twe groups per tsacher., a morr:ng and an afrernccn, each .
having only a short per.cd tc a =z.ngle, lenger sessi pex reacher. The

remainder ot the teacher’s time was to be given cver to individuzl study,

" home visits, identificaticn and correctlon cf readiness problems- The

. legislation prcvided fo: {those vem curside Califcrn.a, note this) not

%

support money for charging cver te the more costly new mcdel of kindergarten,
, g ’ P L™ :

but for a pen~Tty if i1t were nctglone. ‘

The districts invesﬁ%a teavily in apprcpriate reorganizaticn, cften

putting a person haif time fcr a year getting ready and emp;cylng more téachezs,

because the number wculd docuble. Tt was cbv.ous that there should be

planned utilization of that pcrtion ct the teacher's tume nct given to the

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

.in identificaticn cf prob.ems, seemed tc be for a lost cause, except in

group as a whole. Late in the seascn, after p.ians had been made and new
teachers were fcund, the governor vertced the bill. The acquisiticn ¢t new
teachers, load allocation, the invclvement'gf specialists to instruct teachers

E]

those districts financially able tc sustain the ccsts A year later the
a- . ‘ . ’ 4 -

governox did sign a simular bili and the program went intc eftect preuty

much around the state It ant.c:pated the mcre sweep.ng ard current

Early Childhood Educaticn 1gg.Siatich.

{ ' —
The implementaticn cf current ECE legislation leaves something to be

‘desired, from the standpcint ¢t issues we have been raising here The

legislation prcvided cn its tace for the lowet;ng ¢t the-schocl age to

°

.
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»

four years.~ It provxded*for districts to set forth. thelr plans and‘pollc-es

on a school-by-school'bas1s4 This was‘a step forward, for 1nstead cf 1ocal

- . . < s -

district offlce consultants writing a\general program for a heterogenous N

’ . >
'-. r

district, here the local nelghborhood wou}d-be 1nv1ted to~present Jits own.

\
1

And there woyld be gradual evolution not revolutionary panicl‘

-
v »

Notlce the w1sdcm in the law's spec1f1catlon tnat the State Board of

-

Educatlon is not #o approve a plan unless 1t was developed w*th active .

v

cooperation of parents, community, and teachers in all its stages of - .

.planning fand implementation. Further, the law provided that -no district

<

could initiate classes for the prek1ndergarten year (the four-year-olds)

-

'unless it had demonstrated that it had successfully restructured and used

? .
the program for k1ndergarten through third grade. This could have been

an excellent carrot-and-stlck means of 1mprov1ng the ex1st1ng prxogram at the

very least. The law further implied promises of great things with the use

of‘such.words as allowing the Board to take all actions necessary to reach

objectlves, making provisiorn for spec1al needs, group ‘care, preschool,
rchlldren s centers, social services, fully meeting the unlque needs, talents,
interesfs and.abilities of each child, and other designed-in;paraddse
promises or implications.

One brave'sentence in the.law states: "Thé,objectives of this plan
will include assurance that eéach child will have an 1nd1v1dua11zed program
to permlt the development of hls maximum potential dnd that all puplls who
have completed the thirdfgrader o . will have achieved a‘level of competence
in the basic skilis. . . (lines 24-29, Californla SB 1302, page 5);, The
carrots included extra allotment from the ‘state per'pupll attendance for

LS

employment of a1des, purchase of enrlchment materials,'and admlnistratlve

v

costs. g . Woooc
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L . .code enactment. A whc;e pazcel -f 1deal changes <ould bs progressively .

e e T - : . «

develcped, w;ch .nt#a ve COMMULG ity sEarent-~reacher CIMmir:.laliOn and in~—""
e

- . - > P
“ .

\ volvement_ The stage was set fcr-a hygh a4t LALNINENT cf|muguallty
‘ . :

< - . .

* - The dlstxxcts puehed forward. They sdentified ccmmurity counc.ls and

M

£ . . \

parent rcpresentat,ves, they gc: lctb of evening hcur meetxng: <t trese

-

people\WLth the vaclv?d teachers-- The plannxng'had its’npe and,downs,
. v . ' .
Many parents put forth phonics as a "behav&oxal obs thxVe" but lOt; cf

.
- a .

’ Bl .
teachers d;scc"erﬂd they had nc'msncpclf of pz:feesxonal wisdem.  Scme

T teachers who tought the change became ardent ;upporters oi it. . .

o

The program was to start mcdeetly, then ‘phase 1nto the entife district

s
. »

- 1n not;more than five:- years- You know what°happenedn' The excellent earlx

start, 1972 =173 school year, was followed by gradual bx;nbing in of other school

. . : e T

units and tHeir neighborhcods, and the wcrk—went ferward xn gocg fa th.

-

But it 1s time fcr anothez rnews, flash:

e

' Dateline Sacrafmentc, May 1975. Staté Directax of Finance o

says money for extensicn'of ECE program not 1xkely tc be made .

. I .8 - C, -
available. ‘ - ‘
b A ' . ' - * N » *
I wonder what kxnds~of teellnés_they expect all thcse involved parents and

-

. communlty councll wcrkers tc have, not toc mention the- teachere and others

Co 7,

3

-

who gave so much cf thelr emcticn and tame- >
. ) ‘ 3 .
One supposes that ‘some lessons can pe’* learned from this ki.nd of ex-

« perience. One is tempted cnly 1o be cynical and peint cut 4dain hecw, paver

- corrupts. Those whe make the watershed decis.ons much toc frequentiy have.

© .
the particular arrogasce that gces -with rot being accountable tor the

consequences - BettYe M. Caldwell .i1975) is particuiarly emphatic about this.

5 - &

JAFulToxt Provided by ERIC
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_Addressing not practical educators “ut her deve;opﬁentalxpsychclogy csil-

" .

¢ eagues, in the Div: 31Vn of Dévelopmental Psychelogy cf the,Ameflcan

Psychologicai Asscciation, she tells ‘how fate had put her in a position

of belng a school prlnclpa as well as project director, and confesses

—

to having made collossal m}stakes and mxsgudgmeq; n app*v iflg psychc-

k)

dogical theories such as token eccnomies in the real world.

.

Her account

in thesDivision newsletter is worth a TV show or a movie. She sums it
up 'to her theoretipaI‘and experimental child psychology éolleagues with

some emp, atic preschanerny, worth qu ting¢ “The schcols dc nct need any

. raw theof%tlcax oluticns to their problems, only battle-tected products s

2]
.

Untll an idea reaches that stage,‘
’

can hope ‘or acceptance and adoption.

the gevelo 3rg themselves should be worklng Yight now in the schcols to
- "f'& . P . “a

learn some¢*mportant fac+s about how their idea will be received and what

2

problems a' ¢ likely to be enCountered in the 1mplementatlon fThe last

thlng we need noﬁals more crltlcs of education who have not spent a gignif- -
- ° c .

icant amount of time in the schools working w1th children and teachers;

not' do we need critics who have spent their time in the schools only in

‘observation and consultation" (Caldwell 1975, p- 52) -

’ & . .
What she begs for, in California,terms(if you will, is that we be

4
"

’ bérmitted to identify 6ur goals, and then put into action a planned pro-
- N - N ) i . 0
. gram, with plenty of try-out time and a progressive expansion guaranteed

to occur réﬁher,*han dependent upon the flip-fleop of Sacramental pricrities.
. 9]

We need to have .egislators and .boards whc wiil not sit arcund till ferced

by c0urt'order to behaye themselves The cohrt, we saw, 15 not expert

. -t . e K

outside its own field and, does not intend to become so. We look for better

‘Y

 ways.

T~ : 200
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scievy chosen te let

. But I wonder whether we have.nct as an adult ,

m

- others do our thinking for us, or whether we have a real ccmmitment tc the.

s R
”

- B F P . , : §
rearing ¢f children and to the.r welfars and educticn--enough not rte let .
people starve, for examplé'%nﬁ invite others to gz to crime. Pelhaps we

are utterly insecure in adult values sc that we want others tc set the.

educational paces for our children. And perhaps it is wise to take a look

at another tulture or twc, not"to copy; but perhaps to borzow.scme pexr-’

+ 7
»

- spective. As a matter of facct, meny have 1n§;=ted that we have, compared
[+ o \ LV -
with other cultuxes, shrunk away from fir=f lxﬁe\xespdhalblllcy for chlldren.“

N

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

T Bronfenbreénner tells of the Céb'drlver who braggedxabout this being his
second job, so that he could earn méney to buy his children some game

equipment. Bronfenbrenner wondered whether ti. cabby'schildren would not

more enjoy their fathex at home on week-ends. , : "
He and others believe we have '~deed asked others ts do cur job for -
us. Figure 1 relects the thinking and copinicn alsc of Coie¢mah; Hollings-

@, L ]

head, and many others It 1is my own figure to demonstratelthe American

2

system in contrase w1th some other places whlch they pave made. Consider

 ..a birth cohort. The children born in 1970 are in the fifth year of thelr

k]

> . 4 ° o
life and in fall (which 5 to say,_in.simple-annual'terméf next year) they

will be in kindergarten The 1970 cchort will march thxough the age levels

ol
~~wand/:hergrades together, a completely hcxlzontal banding Ln the social

structure‘in school, with social promctionfand ageigradefplacement bel g

the agents'bi which age cohorts arc képt together. With few excepfions

uch ad the accelerates and proklem iearners and- earLy school 1e=vers,

that is how we:.do it. Th s whe grad’ Jate or 1eave 2exly &yplcaley Jhave

. - . -

/no.role.in the adult chﬁety yet excepr. mcre schocl, for the labor union

L
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. 1
ﬂ @ "
. i e
P 3
'i‘hwco'hoft born Gfa&uates ) | 'I‘hé 1975 czohort will be.
tais year: 17 years later: N in this grade: This year:
' . | 1975 B 1992 kindergarten . . . 1980 -

1974 L 1991 | first. . . o . . . 1981
n 1973 1990 second . . . . . . 1982
¥ 1072 1989 || enita. . . e . 1083

1em . 1988 , fourth . . . . . . 1984

LT 1970 1087 | T . 1085
1969 1986 . sixth. .. . . .. 1986
" 1968 1085 seventh. . . . . . 1987
‘ 1967 ' 1984 ol leeighth W e e +. . 1088
o 1965 b W »'1983 ) ninth. ... .. 1089
1965 v L1982 " temth. . . . . . .°1990
. 1964 | i_ 1981 eleventh . . . .. 1991
1963 | : 1980 " twelfth. . . . . . 1992

o ~ "‘iguré“‘i: T};e coimér’ts go, march-ing‘on, boriz:ntally.arranged. Or, How to

L _ guaranteg peer attachments and di9cour§ge° vertical ones. . )
. ‘ . 2 "




" and insurance pol%pies will tend tc exclude them. There is cf course an
ethnic complication in this effect. :

. - C oy - .

Now add something- .The typical program provides for & single teacher

.

S

'a year, sometimes twe in a year- What manner cf attachments of child to &
’ . - 4

adult leadersTcan form here? We contrast this with the situation of the
. . o . , " ~-

rqld country school where several of the grades come intc the same one or
two rooms and the children are provided a continuity of teachers across
years. Such guarantees fewer agonles of finding each cther out as persons.
It‘has‘been argued that +f the teacher is gced, this xv - good ayetem but‘

° ]

that it is not if the teacher is not good. But if one places a high

priority upon gocd emotigcnal artachments with adult leaders, then all
children are better served by the continuity; '*he Bmerican system, then, ) -

conspires to force an age-peer loyalty on our children through its cohort -
promotions while denying continuity of the a@ult attachments with;teaoherso _

And as Bronfenbrenner (1970) brings out, the great increaée in WOrfing

V mothers, produc1ng nany mone latchkey chlldren, has recently accentuated o

the effect. - The peer {and the V)~ become Surrogate authorlt;es. 1 muchr
, J

prefer Boy Scouts and Little League organlzatxdns "in which adult values ' A

B

v

to some extent are transmit+ed through the asscclatien of parent and child.
We may contrast the 51tuatlon with Cerman, English, and other cultures.

We find them doing more'mixing'acro E age leVe1s and we ﬂﬁnd conflnurty ’

in teachlng personnel, the Brxtish in partlcular berng*avowedly gerious
about teacher-child interaction“and attachmentiformatroni‘ The: advartagea
of such attachments are kncwn to yoéu, apart from béing»eqoticnal}y good -
forﬁboth‘teieher and}gtudent- (3{ ?he need ior'éeervattaohment isg fe—
duoed somewhat in havingladult attachments. (bl As the child ident;flee

wi@h the adult, he more readily accepts the adult's cognitive and moral

R T “

o : g




Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

_a latex-s

'youth out in the street is so stringe as to invoke wonder- Now the Germans -

“ yerticalization in contract.with cur extended horizontal methcd.

values. And f.nally, ¢’ the chiid does not need tc re-gstabli.zh a working

emotional security w.th the riew power figure every new schocl year, but can
. <

w g

. go about hisz cognitive business.

We found in Germany ancther side tc this, whers cne ten menth stay and

3

hcrter cne provided a basis for this cbservation. It may be true

L

in Britain but we did not stay there long emough to téili;énd it may be true

in lots of places. Thls featdqe ig¢ that, during the scheol day, tc see a

do natgtry to make the:y:z seccrdary school a baby sitter with extra and specious

s ©

__holding power. Formal education for half or more cof the ycuth will gg:@iégpg;;"

at around age l3rto 15, afrer completing 8th or 9th class. But cme finds

~ r

o

that many steps are taken t¢ induct the teenager into adult iife -- p&bic

[

<

rites in the industrial society, one might say -- through governmental and

school respcnsibii;ty till maturity is reached. The youth if he leavés school -

goes to a trade schocl, or .s apprenticed, or takes a trainee’ job in the

Volkswagenwerkeundef schocl supervision. There is no vacuum of xresporisibility
by the societyu It 1s an extension and expansion of the éncient apprentice-

ship, in which the .adult not only provides training but exercises a respons=

ibility’for the physical and mcral development .of ihe youth,ﬂ Thus we have

- < B :
S ool - e v

This verticalization '4 evident in some festival scenes taken in Germany,

mostly in the school :year 19:6-1967. What faséinated us 1in the Oktobegfest
o T A T I S S T R

in 1966 in Munich, and later in - he Fasching season in twc othex cities, was

- s

the involvement of_all ages and both sexes in the parades and cther (fes-

- -

tivities. We found this in striking contrast with our Pasadena Rose Parade-

and other similar rituals which feature almost ekclusivély the lovely young

female with her air—brusﬁed centerfold flesh. Just last week a w}iter for

~ .
N 4
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the Portland Oxegonxan 11955% anticipat;ng Pcrt;énd?s_xmm;nent Rose Pest;va%f
wondered when we males would' secure equal opportunxty for hairy legs and .
pot bellies to bé ‘on dzaplay
" Observe a’ tew slides, <cf the Oktoberfest and then. ef Fasching, not taken
o for thls purpose” bum happenlng to catch the family in Jcn,.young, 21d.,
hairy legged,_single, and one presumes,theAgay‘as.well as the straight e
(Slideé'were shown }t Often the,conditions were ;ess than.;deal-fwe had to
record the events xegardless of the weather.  You can {eé all ages invelved,
like the dancing aiter a Greek ot Fxllpino weddrng, . <> o
| _“wrave;Vcan&hgvproadening, even:if done only by reading ang‘;goking at

L -

pictures. Among cultures havirg some basis oi comparability with cur own

-

in terms of 1ndusur1al wealth is the Soviet Union. The Scviets have placed

‘a far hlgher p;lority upon the rearlng and the edu"attcr ot <hildren than we.

This is true not only in terms of allocztlon ot recource% but, acccrdxng to

PR - 2

. 'Bronfenbrenner and other obServers, in terms of the total emphasis given child

o rearing and schooling, the planned use of leisure time which becomes bc-
culturatlonal ‘rather than Strictly leisure. . They overdo'it,‘from the stand-

point - of the value systems most of us have, in that they make the family and

J— ~

the teacher the agent of the lmposed natlonal phxlosophy What I emphasize
is the priorxty giVen tc the achxevement of acceptaole gecais lxke helpfulness .

in group activity, respons;bllity for one's peer, aidang the little brothex

and sisterc,” H,._.“,,m”;n,mr_”ﬂ, e e s

In 1961 I was profoundry atfected by a beautiful cclcr film pxoduced by

a soviet teacher group on cducaticn. in the USSR. Bes-de: the many views of

&

classrooms and playgrounds, the film illustrated scme of the means by whtch

’ ob]eqt%ves were reached. The first contrast with our educatlon which forcibly

4

- )




struck the viewer was the h:gh pricrity givern tc what in the US we cail
affective cbtectives ~- the ccgnitive were not deemphasized but the affective --

.

that is, behaving cne”s self and being helpful -~ were not taken for granted

“

but planned for * The seccnd was that these affectlve”objec tives, stated or ’
'1mp11c1t, were gxoup goalg,.of couxse not gzoup—determined buc determ;ned

for the group;from'on high -- being. courteous, conforming, helpful to little

ones and grown-ups, not letting down' your peexs Thethirdﬁnd most striking ,
- contrast - though through readln; 1 should have known better--was the unabashed,

openly avowed utlllzat-cn cf any form of anterpersonal pressure o anfluence

(not harsh punlshment but hard use of frlendshlp and loyalty) to help any

< . dev1ant back into the main channel, a frank, an open use of any positive

psychologlcal pressuré—Fhe, £ilm showed how the ;chool pressured parents

~

for conformity, how teachers made conformity a feature of any classrc:=4d day,
- I . ) T
but most significantly, how tie total "collective" or peer group was made
S T . .

to feel a loss if any oné member failed tc give his best - Accomplishment
LT \ "

Y . ) LN

: of the collective's high competitive‘level,with othey cwliectives (never

compet1t1on between peers as such) was ach;gvmd in patt py & oommonly

used peer tutorlng in’ bpare tﬁmea Adet from. questilins abcut the Doulce Of
o + ) N

* such objectives, and apaxt frﬁm the’ Evtallty of lnvolvement wlth group goals, R

- -

*

) we marvel atwthe high pr‘orlty glVen tc achlevementrof humanity and heipful-

‘ ¥

ness in children,

urther feature which makes a snazp PGntLdSt with America 5a the: zea:ing

- B
t

and the educatlcn of chxldren 18 the extent tc wh:cn the adult-or;ented in-

. fluence pervades non-schocl t;mewas well as the schoci- The sovaet methed
illustrated in the £ilm showed that, in the.so-called summer vacation from

school, every possikle child (the scenes showed hundreds at a time on hikes)

. "
s "3

®
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This presentation was not designed to sell the soviet objecﬁives but rathen

19

were taken to yoﬁth camps of one kind or another-. Bronfenbrenner's (1970)

récent classic, Two Werds of Childhood, has richly iliustéated the roints

% . . N N : .
made here. He describes how some group responsibi.:-v.is found fcr nearly

every age of ‘¢hild, nearly all hours except those few at home during mealtimes.
There are, few latclkey children, and there are few ccnditions which could
permit a peer society to form on its own terms as a-counter cuituren These

slldes made from colored plctares Ln ‘an edition of qunfenbrenner “book

‘\ .,

(slides. shown here)‘illustrate posters of the Pioneers, a sort of Boy Scout

. b}
organization. Each poster attends to a Pioneer virﬁte. One would quarrei

with none of them except the last:

(1) Likes to work and takes care of.publicﬂproperty;

(2) "Respects those Tho gave their lives for the mother-
land (shows a patriotic march). ; .

~

(3) Loves and protects nature and the environment.

(4) Health, body building. . - Y

-

. (5) 1Is a good example to all children. : o
(6) Courage in helping othersa . - fﬁ.' v

(7) Helps little ones and grown ups (shows helplng a 'A
. younger child with 1essons) ‘ P
|

(8) Studles dlllgently : ;

(9) 1Is a friend ro the chlldren of all nations (shoWs ‘ i .
youthful faces of a Black Orlental, and Caucaslon) ©d
(10) - Tells on his frlend for spoiling state property \shows
one indicataing apother who has just carved intc his desk. *

i

a

0

AN b

f N A [l
to demonstrate ‘how a modern 1ndustr1a1;zed soctety committe& to matertal gain

-~ - 4
°

has demonstrated a sexlous gsense of re5pon51b111ty fcxr the character gxowth

-

of its young people by asserting ccnfident aduxt principles 1nto youthful

¢

‘.

organization-. . , ‘ . . N b




Kessen: . %

can make ‘character education work. [To quote further from Kessé&:

. 20

o - - T - . R - .
In.contrast, one wonders whether we mistrust our own prineiples and are .

're‘uctantato'propagate'them, cr whether we have a naive trust in the immanence

o

- of goodness in our ch.ldren so that we do not need to concern ourselves with -

o
-

it., Some speculate that cur precccupation w1th separating church and state

has apparently mandated separation cf moral~-ethical princlples and state

Some educators have returned from inv1ted visits to the schools of Maoist

L3

uChina. They report many likenesses to the Soviet emphasis upon. morality and

culture. - I have tried tc read all the available reports, including Caldwell s -

and Kessen“s;’ L had not nottd that the oald anything about an enforced

system of between—group competition, sov1et style, but otherWise they report

the same degree’. of peer pressure for conformity, at leaSt to the extent that’

of ,,,5 @ N

anobody boasts about how gocd he has been, everybody helps others including

the doing of some peer teaching, and everybody seems happy, “1 quote from

©

Y e children are to be educated“morally, 1ntelléctually,
and physicalfy'; theyvmust 'be organized_to take’part'in the class
ftrugéle and the struggle for scientific research' (Kessen, 1974,
0. 43). | -

Here and other statements is,the emphasisbupon morality\first, but‘alsonupon'\~—\f; &

joining the state in its purposes. I personally do not care to brvs the state
. . @ S . \

purposes, but they have demonstrated, aS‘ have »ther countries. that they

. . . we were even more impressed by the apparent. absence of

disruptive, hyperactive, and noisy children. . . The docility did

not seem to us to/be the docility of surrender and apathy; the “ <

Chinese children we saw were socially gracious and adept. . -




21

They were emoticnally expressive and full of tun in rheir games,

4

and they typically showed rapt“attention to their work«,

I have read at least five such accounts ‘of these visits tc Maoist. schools,

Ca

one by Bettye Caldwell, who would be as difficult to fool as Kesseh, and ail
noted the excellent morale of =he children. This culture, then, like others,

e e . N : ) ) » - i . . [ B
-has shown the consequenc~s of a first rate commitment in national priorities

El

“to the growth of the th:ldren To put it another way;.they believe enough

“

4in-their system to take some st guaranteed to produce 1oyalty to the beliefs.

What is the lesson of all this? "Ireally don't have a confident message,®

9

.or even a conclusion. I an going to leave it-all hanoive —1r-mid -aixr-and— -
. . . ' R - a - . )

. o

instead show you some more sli@es of children and famillies, these taken in

Guatemala this past Easter season. . ;

But perhaps we can start a club which,will lead to a movement. How

would you like to be charter members? You would first have to swear by Margaret

AY
Smart and Bettye Caldwell eternal love and devotlon to chlldxen, to a comn-

. I

fidence that we can,helﬁ‘children especially by love but also socaallzatlon;f
that -we shall not fear character eduna+iny just because so many have, that.we
shall reconstitute some vigfues,IiKe‘responsibility and helpfulness;:parti-

cularly that we anaLL let Saeramentu now and alse the State‘Board and some

judges just what a-~ the rncreasingly serlous educatlonal facts of life, but -
chiefly thaf we shall be firm in our own-resolutidn aud snaLl model best be:
havxor, w~ chali provide a change ln Amerlcar@riormtmes; urther we take the -

B

posture that be1ng with children as their friends 1is Just as much fun, as belng

with our own age peers, and that we have:attachments and loyaltles and help—'

— a
—

\\- .
o fuiness and all good'things like that.
. N : .
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.,f--an*—-msxegard;ng—eualuatxonfure“eualuatmon, and_placement_of_pupllslnnder new

14

- ment were brought about as a d1rect result of lltlgatlon and leg1slatlon

_of the 1970 Statutes).. Under these changes oﬁer ll 000 California puplls

programs. - L ‘

how a child was to be identified for EMR certification rather than on his

. called "transxtlon programs. Dis“ricts could receive supplemental

2university of Southern California” SN ' : "tz

. .
How District Personnel Evaluated California's .

Transition Program1 g

Eddie H. Williams? Donald L. Maciillan}

Roland K. Yoshida? and C. Edward Mezgrszl' . .

e - . i . o Ta g
3 P

_ Durlng 1969 Callfornla changed the guldellnes_foﬁﬁadﬁission to special

classes fox the eduuable mentally retarded and mandated‘a reassessment

of EMR placements. These major changes in EMR 1dent1f1catinn,and place—-

N @

- o

criteria specxfled ln the Callfornla Education Code™ (Chapters 43 and 69

s <«

were reclassified from EMR status and returned to regular educational ’

-
/£

o . o . Y . . .
The new guidelines were expressed in psychometric terms: lowered

maximum IQ, mandated utilisatiqn of nonverbal IQs, and testing in the

better language in the case of blllngual children. The decertification

and return to regular class and regular programs was done in-terms of

1
»

educational need {Meyers, MacMiIlan, & Yoshida, 1974). The programs which

developed for well over 10, 000" decertlfled EMR students were commonly

[

~

DR

. —_
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should be. lnferred. :
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support funds under transition legislation but were given wide .options
. ) , P -

for specificsvof program implementation.

During 1971 the Division of Special Education ‘and the DiViSion of .
_Instruction of the California State Department of Education suggested
six innovative and exemplary models of transition programs : l) resource

learning center, 2) consulting teacher, 3) ancillary teacher assistant,

. <
2

<

4) in8ervice_training programs, 5) pupil personnel consultants, 6) bi-

' . .

. lingual consultants. ALl of these models could be funded under the

California Education Code (Keogh, Levitt, Robson, & Chan, 1974%

o In a study sponsored by the State Department of Education, Britton

(1972) found five different models utilized in the six districts studied.

e

These were: l)ttransition class, 2) individual tutorial, 3) itinerant,

~
[y

‘teacher, 4) learning disability group,US) resource learning center. . These

¢

findings suggest that a gariety of models for reintegrating previously
EMR labeled pupils have baen implemented in school districts? While for

“the most part transitional models have not been systematically monitored,.

Britton's study did indicate a general positive evaluation by pupils,

~

teachers, and parents, but his sample of'districts may be considered

- -

1ntentionally “biased“ because he: sought out tbose rumored to be effectives

a

Efficacy studies of transition programs have been difficult tq,

conduct because of the dearth of systematac data.’ However, study of the

models employed to achieve reintegration may lead to a better perspective

.

in establishing a viable model for mainstreaming mildly handicapped
children in general--a trend under the California Master Plan as well
ag similar plans :in most states. _ : ‘ >

The focus of this partiqplar‘study, which is a component of the
‘U.S.0.E. project studying EMR decertification, was to determine the kinds

- -
! [N




of models which evolved out of the entire “transn.tionJll period.; Since
placement procedures were based on the single psychometric criterion':I' e
rather than educational assessment, it might Qh assumed ¢hat the models
which proved successful for this large group may also hold promise as a *\;} .
means of "mainstreaming“ ot;er students with mild learning impairments.‘ 'J_‘u

This particular component of the research project was concerned with
gathering descriptive data on the transition models employed in six °
Lsouthsrn California school districts. hn earlier study by Keogh, Levitt..
‘Robson, and Chan (1974) had focused on delineaticn of the kinds of
programmatic modifications developed by districts to prov1de supplemental

.services, the procedures and methods used to’ identify and review pupils l
- i p .
for eligibility for programs, the kinds of staff development utilized,

the techniques of evaluation of program effectiveness, and the recommenda-
AN

* -

tiong and suggestions of district personnel as'to ways to improve services'
_for pupils in;transition status. Their study was'based on interviews

with administrators responsible'for identification of pupils and "tran-

-sition" programs in their districts. ' v - -ﬁ ¢

-

The present study utilized six school districts (those in southern

PRy o

california from the larger sample in the decertification study) and was
based on interviews with district personnel directly involved with day-
to-day instruction with the transition program. Personnel interviewed

Ql : " were not administrators nor were they directly respcnsible for identifi-

0
S

‘cation and/or placement of students. | . .

The main objectives of the study were to determine: -
o o . : \ “"3 : ¥
a) The types of maingtreaming programs in operation béfore the

transition program, . " o | :

-

b) Individual district's:concept of integration and/or mainstreaming

. heforelthe transition program,’ B LS N .

RIC 23T
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oo . A . . . .- - h
s N r'e
- ; - ¢ : e

- ", ' ¢) - The types of mainstreaming models utilized, * _ - .
) ' ’ ke

'd), Instructional-and behavioral procedures utilized within the °
. S~ - -

- '

Y .
M modelsy - . ) n
~ @) e criterion seasures for success in the maingtreaming programs, ° .
. =//{’ ) ,Tne effect/o} the transition‘program on tﬁ;\regular classroom. SR Y
. It'&as assnmedvthat'hll scheol districts funded foi;ﬁransitional v . : |

. . . -~

.

programs employed some type of, instructional moder in order to facilitate .
Y

the transfer from special class placement to _the regular class. Data

.. P

o - ‘were cbtained relative to the design of the model, physical arrangements,

staffinggpatterns, curriculum and accountability, social adjustment, .
, . vt . *
e and criterion'fOr success in the r;gdlar program. '

2 : 3 B |
-

Interviews were conducted with,personnel'responsible for the tran-

gition programs in six school’ districts from a sample of eleven districts

k) 3

representatiVe of the state in ethnic&@¥,~size, and geographical dis- e

tribuﬁﬁon. The largcqtsample is described in both previous project =~ s
- ..

\»reports (Meyers, MacMillan, & Yoshida, 1974). Personnel selected for

the interViews were those persons most closely involved with the'tran- ’ ‘ .

-

a

& . 2 . ] .

+ Procedures ' T

34

In order teo provide descriptive data from a sample‘bf models developed

. . for tranSition programs in scﬂ.bl districts, a comprehenSive interview
-3 L, - . l

instrument was devaloped. InterViews were conducted1w1th district per- ' X

sonnel directly involVed with the instructional program for the transition

_anw ' ,program for the period 1969~ 74. Findings in this report are confined

to data from the interviews in the six districts. ‘ ' .,

«
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six districts were selected from the original sample/of‘elewen which
comprised the sample for the lavge EMR Decertlflcatlon study of Meyers,
‘MacMilian, and-Yoshida. . The larger sample had been chosen on the basis of

A

' dlstrict size, communlty SES, school clstrlct organlzatlon, and ethnlclty

of the school populatlon. The districts ranged in size {ADA) from 5 200

L O s - o

e to 32,000 There were two large, three medlum, and oneasmall d1str1ct in

the  sample. Interview respondents held a varlety of tzﬁﬂes, however each

- performed essentia ly the same. function in ‘that they .ere’&;reccly res- R 1
] i l
ponslble for the- rnstructlonal program for the’ transltlonal puplls. The
1 -

respondents were in either teachlng or coordlnatlng roles. No d1str1ct

refused to cooperate. i :

* < b
’ a <
.

. The 1nterv1ews’were conducted in Aprll and May, 1974 by the Inves- \
. . tlgauu;in tpe PIOJLct. Each 1nterv;ew lasted approxxmately two hours and

o covered detalls or the,transataen—mcdel“employed by the d1strict. The e

interviéws were” condncted accordlng to a preconstructed 1nterv1ew in-
5. 1
: A;? . strument (Appendix A)~ Intervaews required short, factual answers‘fhd/or
choicés; however the procedure encouraged addltlonal elaboration on most *

', items: ,“Open-ended“.;tems were included partlcularly in referen}e to ac- -
tual model descriptions. The;respondents‘wé%e-given an instrument to

follow durlng the interview and were allowed to read theicopy completed by

°
. A . :
>

the invest;gator. ' _ . - . , 7
r L " . v . . . : o,
Results .

Interviews’conducted wite’aistrict;personnel diredtly responsible .
for the instructional program” for transitional EMR students covekred thes

. . major topics: district’s philosophy on*mainstreaming, transit;on mcdels

emploved, model descriptions, procedures advocated by special and regular

\

teachers, -effect of transition on regular class teachers and students. -
x T - 0

Each district had offered district-wide transition programs'for the s

ERIC = . Y220 B
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transferred students.“Speéifics relating to the method of transition

varied by district. Questions and a summary of responses are found in ~

Appendix B. ) L L . .

o

‘District's philosophy on mainstreaming. Self-contained classroom for
EMR students had been the common practice in the districts interviewed. In

all cases the self~contained room was viewed as "home-base"; however in

¥ ) 1

the two districts reporting a partially-integrated plan, students were
integrated into classss in remedial reeurng and math. students with

L4

borderline IQs and some in the high EMR range were sometimes maintained in
v regular,classes through‘individual tutoring by the regular classroom
teacher, spec}al federally funded reading and math teachers; and other
.. xesource speeialists. When transition programe were started, mainstreaming

was accomplished in five districts. One district placed all transition,

EMR students in EH classes whlch were basmcally self—contalned with some

partial-integration. The general flndlng indicates that districts moved

e

from the self-contained model when studenfs were reclasslfled and no

1onger-ellgib1e for special EMR,placement and that in most cases the

. transition program was not physically removed from the mainstream of

regular education. v v .

-

Transition mocels urmloyved. Mive of the districts interviewed used :
/ T - ) PN .

the regular classroc: as "homembaﬂc for-transition students. Supplemental

services were prov1ded in order to support the student in makln« the.

adjustment to the regular program Th;s supplemen tary "education usually

involved instruction and counseling. Three of the districts used para- i

-
.

professional tutors, under the-supervision of credentialed personnel;, to

B

provideu both instruction and counseling. Two districts utilized special

education teachers who served. as resource teachers to both the regular




transitionfstudents. -

.situations.

~ - : - . . u

PR = ' ®

%Blassroom teacher and the transition student. One district used educationally

Ay
T

handicapped (sH) classroom placement and therefore did not offefi"

‘original

‘ model. Generally, the regular. classroom was used as the primary base of

operaticn for transition students.; Additional support perscnnel was used

to aid the regular classroom teacher and to provide direct services to

2

<
i

-«sModel descriptions. The findings indicate that in most cases the
transition models wefe originated by the'school district and generally

incorporated a mainstreaming philosophy Tutoring in regular.class sub-

’S

Jects, indiVidual counseling, and remediation of basic skills vere ) ’

a

components of all the ‘models. Districts with large -_lingual popuiations .

also included instruction and counseling by bilingual paraprofessionals.
Staffing patterns varied greatly from distriet to district. The foar

districts using paraprpfessionals assigned each tutor from 7 to 12 stu-

Ed

dents. In these four districts one teacher-superVisor was responsible

for the over-all instructional program. The one district using resource

v

teachers assigned five teachers to 135 students and services were pro-

vided to the regular classroom teachers involved Transition personnel

2

varied Widely in training and background, ranging from special eaucation

f':; .
(EMR) credentialed teachers to untrained per5uns from the community who '
were employed as parapr:fessionals.' Personnel employed in the transitioﬁ"‘“

2 -

programs performed a variety of roles including those of itinerant teacher,
4

resource teacher, teacher s aide and tutor. Most of these instructional.

roleS'performed by transition personnel resulted iﬁaone-to-one tutorial.’

¥

Responsibility or the curriculum and achievement accountability

+

of transitional EMR students was found to be that of the regular class-

room teacher in four of the districts. “It was the responsibility of the

Y

3

7




h\\\:‘

o

" in combination. The EH teacher was respons;ble fbr student behav1or in

' relled on minimim day, counseling, and partial 1ntegratlon.. Students who

'affective techniques and adjustment of‘medlcatlon as necessary and one

regular school counsellng program in four dlstrlcts. One d1str1ct using

¥

RS

’ B o s

. o ‘
paraprofessional tutor in one district and obviously the responsibility

of the H teacher in the case where students were placed in those .classes.

-

- Student hehavior was seen as the responsibility of -the regular class=~ -
room teacher 1n four districtts. One district gave“this responsibility

+< the teacher-supervisor, the tutor, and the regular classroom teacher

-

the case where atudents were placed there. - The behav1o£%l management
system mos+ often employed. was behav;or mcdif;cat;on with either indi-

v;dual student contracts or cont1ngency management. One district utilized'

s @
[

d1str1ct ugpd.only the regular school counsellng processes.

. Provisiong for social adjustment were seen as a functlon of the

°

)
paraorofess;onal tutors depended upon the counsellng done by ‘the tutors

s

for soc1al adjustment programs The district utilizing EH placement T

- e ———— e — 2

yere no: able to function in the transition program were returned to
1

MR, placed in EH, placed in Learnlng Dlsablllsy Groups, OF sent to con-.

-

1nuation high school in five of the districts. “he district utlllzlng

he EH placement sent transltlon students to orlvate school- if they

' program.

ul t function in the program. other“than“segaviar“ana“sociar'ad— 2

\ .
- - P~

ustment, the cr1terlon measure for success in the program was pass1ng

,‘Ll-___Cl-

Qrades in regular classes in four districts, the. Wlde ‘Range A?hiev

st 1n one d1str1ct, and 1nd1v1dual.?étav1oral objectlves in on d1§tr1ct.

\
it}

kL l;tation counselors for the ‘major part of the vocatlonal education .

.

.
~ . . .

‘CA:’ ( ‘
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Procedures advocated;bx teachers. Regular classroom teachers whe

~

had trans tion students in théir classes were reported to- have advocated

) speciai,procedures in five,ofethe.districts. These were generally basic -

a

remediation-skills in reading and math, bilingual programs, experience
o . t ’
and language approaches to teaching reading. The most commonly reported

1were programmed remediation procedﬁrés in reading and math. Special

~education teachers ‘had suggested special procedures such as diagnosticiﬂ

inventories, developmental gurriculum, individual learning plans,,basic -
i ,

academic skill development,:special remediation,in reading ahd arithmetic,
bilingual programs, structured classtooms, behavior modification, indi-
vidua student contracts, and programmed re’ding materials.

4

Effect of transition students on regglar classroom. None of the

stricts rdoorted any changes in achievement- sctIes ofvregular"classes
. -
since the transition program began. There were, however, some changes

in the social climate of thexclasses} Four districts reported changes in

the gocial climate of the regular class--three wers positive and one was

negative. Those that were positive reported more one-to-one gounseling; - —-—-

LS

" more positive interactions between students and adults, and a general

-

‘inCidental effect from having bilingual tutors in the elassroom who

interacted with non-transition students. One district ‘reported some

negative effects in social clirate generally but no specific examples

were noted. In questioning 252 regular teachers who had tran51tional

) ;EMR students in their classes, Meyers, MacMillan, and Yoshida (1974)

/"

found evidence of a positive social climate in the regular classroom “in

.

that 66% of the teachers reported that the EMR ransition studen; s social

adjustment was average or above. Disciplinary problems were not reported

in any greater'frequenoy for the EMR transition students than for other

students. - S ' - ' N

.“ ,'22721 | 1
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In terms of regular classroom,teachersJ allocation'of‘time for in- .
gl o

rdividual instruction, nreparation of : materials, in-service educationL R

etc., there were: no changes reported in the six districts interviewed.
. That is, there were no reports of teachers making signiticant ‘changes

: in their allocation of time. 'In the teacher questionnaire Meyers gg_gl.

b

found that almost 60% of the teachers reported. that ‘having these students

in class had had no impact upon their instruction for the remainder of

? S

the class. The 29% who reported that having the EMR tranSition students

in class had affected ?heir instruction indicated that this had occurred

c

for one or more of the following reasons:

e

*

(1) Extra'assistance had to be provided, e

o () ,Special°instruction‘tookamore time and energy,

{(3) Class disruption through ‘the student s behavior,
(42.'Other students picked on the EMR transition student,

- (5) 'Materials had to be prepared ‘especially for the transition

student,

(6) ‘More time was required to Work with aide, tutor, volunteers.

v

The integration of transition EMR students was reported to have had
- ’ -4 ~

some effect on the regular classroom-teacher. During the interviews,

five districts reported that there had been more:

+

s (1) Referra.s for special instruction,
(2) Referrals for disc1plinary rgasons, L - r,

{3) Requests for remedial materials and/or other assistance,
(4). Concern about accountahility '

{3) Concern about adequate time for planning,

(6) Concern about adequate time for individualized instruction,i

)
D

- o (n Concern about adequate time for instruction for fofal class,  °

ERIC e ‘22._.




pa)

(8) . Gefieral negative comments about- having EMR transition student

in class. . ' . ‘ * S

However, when regular classroom teachers were questioned (Meyers 2t A1) ’
5 : : ‘

a. majorlty 1nd1cated that hav1ng th= EMR transltlon Student in class did

.

" not have an impact upon 1nstxuctlon for the remalnder of the class. Only

=Ead

I~

. 29% report that it did. Also, 70% of the regular teachers questloned

reported that they had made no referrals for dlsclpllnary problems 1nvoly;\g

transition students. The 30% making referrals and react1ng to the effect

~

of the EMR transition students in class may have accounted for the types'

of referrals and concerns indicated in the interviews.

- In suwmmary, the tran51tlon program had generally neutral or posi-

P

tive effects on the social cllmate of the regular classroom. The social -
adjustment of EMR tran51tlon students was average compared to other stu-.

dents. The 1ntegratlon of EMR tran51tlon students into -regular classes

d1d not change the teachers allocatlon of time nor‘dld it have a sig-

«

,nificant impact upen fhelr 1nstructlon for the total class.
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‘Name of Interviewver,

P

Total ADA

“Pransition ADA

> Transition
Othpr’ﬁearning Handicapped | . ' - ’ ;
6.

Were EMR students in: Self-Contained _ classxrooms.

If partially integrated, what classes

INTERVIZW GUIDE PERTAINING TO INSTRUCTIONAL MODELS UTILIZED °

: . . ) N .
DURING THE TRANSITION OF DECERTIFIED EMR'S TO REGULAR“CLASSES

i

Name of School District . ‘ L. v

Title of person(s) being iptervieked . - v | d

S

AbA'InformagiOn

EMR ADA - . ;

Number of Special Classes in District _' | ' o

" EM s

Before the Tranéition Program Wasvstaéﬁggmiomphe Distirct,

-

Ty
2

. . ' “Integrated

Partially Integrated

.

Before the decertification movement (1969) and the Trangition Program, what
was the District's general policy or philosophy concerning ‘'high EMR and

‘

Borderline gtudents?

Speciol classes for intensive special ed. and remedial work

Regular classes with special assistance and instructioncprovided.

o

- w
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3

‘8. Would you describe the EMR program before Decert1f1cat10n and Transxtlon
- as generally

self-contalned and operatlng as a unit

1ntegrated 1nto the mainstream of the school
A

other

°

9. Before the Decertlflcatlon and Transxtlon Program, were any special
PIOVlSlODS made for malntalnlng EMR students in regular classes?

d_
’ =i

If yes, what were the procedures: N

Individual tutoring 4 ' .

Special instructional materials __

Itinerant personnel _ ' ; ’ . .

" Resource teachesrs/or rooms

» baraprofessional aids

Peer tuto;ing ' a . o
: Other fﬁj o ' ‘ . '

10. ¥hen the Distric establlshed the Transition Progrlh” ‘hat types’ of programs
were approved? : :

self-contained cpecial classes

1nd1vxdual tutoring (cert. staff)

individual tutoring -(vol. =tarf) .

paraprofessional aids

peer tutoring . ' L

- - K -

i e e - A st~ e ety A e o

1t1nerant teacher (resourcc teacher)

N

resource room

crisis‘intervention team .

S

specialized technlques, prescrlptlve
teaching, behavior modification, precision -
teacher, etc. (utilized by regular teacher)

part1a1 1ntegrat10n (special ed. teacher
responsible for achlevement)

»

other




[N

11.- Give a debcriptioh of ﬁﬁe4types-of programs employéd during the Transition S
Period. ' ; : A . .

12. Whaé kinds of programs were'iried during the Transition Period and have now.
. peen discarded due to lack of efficacy or difficulty in implementation.

v

., 13. what kinds of programs are still being utilized in the transition
program? ? '

: . P

ye

14. Did the District or qchool design an original model .

P

‘or replicate and/or modify a demonstration model

1f original model, describe: . _ ' .

If replication, identify: . - ¢




~ e

15. Descriptive information on the Model employed: - .
original L , replication'

mitle:r . v -

-~ o~

- physical Arrangémants{ : v 4 . e

: staffing Arréngements: (Ratios) : , v . S _ ’ L

e . ¢ P ' ' o o

" . -

-Who- is responéiblé for the,curtiéulum? . o , v

Who is responsible for accountability?

Who is responsible for student behavior? B V >

¢ S : . , . T
what behavioral management system is employed *

A .
o, | ccr— . ..

. N . o

what provisions are made for social adjustment? i ,

. what provisions are made for vocatiocnal education?

" . E

‘ what is the criterion measure(s) for success-in the program? . ’

I

—— ry

-

What provisions are made for students who can not function in the Transition
. Program? . . - i ' ’

5

-~

[

in the Transition Program?

' 16. Hav; special education\teachers advocated a special ﬁet of procedures fér use. ..

' I o . ,
If so, generally what methods-are suggested? _ v

i

3




18.

-d

‘Have regular classroom teachers (with trans;tlon students) advocated the
use, of a special set of procedures .

razquestéifor more materials in general -
- <, -

< . ) .
: . r @
! E

b3

If so, generally what methods are suggested?

<4

\ ‘. ) . / ‘ .
5 . A - ’ = ‘ T

Has the iﬁtegratlon of decertified EMR students into regular classes had .ny
dlscernible effect on the regular classroom teahcer? _. * .

N [

referrals for psycholbgical testing

+ .
referrals for special instruction . e

A - - N

referrals for discxpllnary reasons . .

counsellng referrals

T — L

requests for remedial materials and/or . .
other assistance

e -
Eal

concern about accountability

concern about adequate planning time

concern about adequate time for .
individualization of instruction -

4

concern about adequate time for
instruction of total class

general negative comments about
having transition students in class

general positive comments about ‘ ) . 5
having .transition students in class __ .

other
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4 4 e
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‘ ., 19. Have achievement scores for regular classes changed significantly since
_« + " .gransitional students, were integrated into- the mainstream?
positive - negative . nohe .

20. Has the integrdtiqn of transitional students into regulér classes caused
' any discernible differences in the social climate of the classes?

~

N *x»
positive ; negative : hone

21. Do reguiar classroom- teachers, report any changes in ‘their. allocation of
time for individual instruction, preparation. of materials, in-service
eduication, etc. since the integration of transitional students?-

If so,Aaescribeﬁ-' p

P
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Tables on, the Interview lnstrument

]
!

. Questicn » ’ . N S Frequency

Before the?transitionnprogram was stafteqmin‘the
district, were EMR students in:
self-contained classrooms
integrated
- partially integrageat

*If partlally 1ntegrated, what classes

Ba31c remed:al subjects

v Yl .
Before the decertification movement (1969) and the
tran31tlon program, what was the district's general
pollcy or phllosophy concerningghigh EMR and Borderline
students? - , o ; . o
LSpec1al classes for intensive spec1a1 educatlon and
remedial work - ' ,. g
Regular classes with special a351stance and 1nstructlon
prov&ded v ,
. ; /

Woulu you describe the EMR program before Decertlflcatlon
and Trarsition as generally

self-contained and operating as a unit

h

. integrated into the mainstream of the school /

-

I
;

Before the dece +ification and.transition progré;
wexe any speclal pnav1sipns made for maintaining

EMR ‘students in regular classes? - /
. N

. '

YES* .

/

NO !

*

*What were the procedures

Individual tutering

Itinerant personnel
k4 /'

Resource .teachers




é . . . . : a ° ) Y«

- =+ When the district establlshed the transition prograr,

whqt types of programs were approved? \*.‘ " i
o Resource,teachers ‘ . : o 2
 Paraprofessional tutors | M »— 3%
" : ‘ EH c;ass placement'A‘ - - 1.

coe

Y

lee a descrlptloﬂ of the types of programs employed

during the transition period N

4 .
Mainstreame ource teachers, tutorlng, counseling,
basic sub ects K . . , ' ’ ' . 2
Lo [ - . T ! -
"Mainstreamed,. paraprofesslonals, tutorlng, counsellng,
‘ basic subjexts. ‘ o . » 3

t

EH resource room, partlally 1ntegrated, remedlal
procedures . . - v \ ‘ 1

r

r

What kinds of programs were tried durlng the .transition
period and have now been dlscarded duve to lack of
efficacy or difficulty in 1mplementatlon? ) 0

Did the district deslgn an orlglnal«mod or repllcate :

and/or modify a demonstration model? . \
‘Original model o 6
Y “ . %
DESCRIPTION.OF THE MODEL EMPLOYED ‘ s

What were the physical arrangements?

Regular class piacemeht ‘ o 5
Special class placement ' 1l
' Individual Instruction . . ' 2
*Sﬁall group Instruction ' 4

What were the'stafflng arrangements?

N 1 teacher/12 students
' ‘ 5 teachers/135 students .
1 tutor/8 students : . .
- 5 tutors, 1 teacher supervisor/
*60 students } 1
9 tutors/64 students . - 1
7 tutors, 1 teacher Superv1sor/
80 students : [ R
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Who is responsible for the curriculum?
- -

P . S Regular, classroom teacher - - 4
7 1  Special classroom teacher _ 1l
) s Tutor (paraprofessional) ) 1 )

1 ’ . -

Who is reéponsibie for accountabiliéy?

. \
‘Regular classroom teacher -4
. Special classroom teacher - C iy 1l
Tutor (paraprofessional) : ) 1
:who is responsible for student Behavior?
o, , L Regular classroom teacher . 4
Special classroom teacher 1
. ) . -
- Tutor, Teacherhsupgrvisor, and
regular classxoom teacher. . 1
1 - ) . ’ A
What pehavidral management system is émployed?
o Behavior modification, individual -~ -
studént contracts ' ' -3
_ Regular school counseling programs - 2
’ o o
Affective techniques, . adjustment of
medication ; \\‘ by
4 N Ve
What provisions are made for social adjustment? ' N
: ' Regular scheol counseling - ‘ ' 4
Minimum day, counseling, _
partial integration 1l

Counseling bﬁ tﬁto;s , oo 1

! u °




What provisrgns are made for vocational education?

a

Work-study program, vocational
rehabilitation counselor

What is the criterion measure for success in the
program? ’ :

. o ' Passing grades in regular
) class

o

- LT ' individﬁal behavioral
objectives .

Wide Range Achievement Test

What provisiona are made for students who can not function
in the transition program?

Return to EMR, Place. in EH,
Place in L.D.G., Continuation
High School

. Private school placement

set of procedures for use 1in the transltlon program?

Have specxal education teachers advocated a special

- -
£

YES*

NO

-;*Ge?erally what methods are suggested?

Diagnostic inventories, developmentalvcurriculum
and diagnostic prqéedures,‘learning plans

Basic academic skills, special remediation in reading
. K - :

'and math

Basic academlo skills, blllngual programs, remedlatlon’

in readlng and math
Baslc academlc sgkills, programmed readlng materlals

,Structured classroom, behavzor.modlflcatlon, contracts

> mhx
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Have regular classrocom teachers advocated the use of a spec1a1
. set of procedures? . a

&

o YES*
’\r:( ‘ . '

. NO oL , i ..

i fGenerally what methods are suggested?’

Basic remediation skills in reading and math

Basic remedlatlon skills in readxng and math,
bilingual programs
T Experlence and language readlng program;, use
' of camerd and newspaper in reading ’

2

Has the'ihtegration'of decertified EMR students into
regular classes had any discernable effect on the
regular classroom teacher? T

: YES* .
‘NO
* Referrals for speciallinstruction“

! | : Referralo'for disoiplinarg reaéons” .
Requests for femed;al materials
Concern’about accountaodlity
Concern about'adequate planning.time

. ~Concern about adeqdate time for individualized instruction

Concern about adequate time for total‘ciass instruction

General positive comments about having transition,
’ .students in class

neral negatxve comments about havxng transxtlon
stndents in class

' Have achievement scores for regular classes changed .
significantly since transitxonal students were 1ntegrated

s into the maxnstream? -

* . *
a ) . o

- YES.

NO




1 D . o

*

‘Has the 1ntegrat1on of transition students into’ regular
classes caused any discernable dlfferences in the
social c¢limate of the classes?

£

YES* °

/T SN0~

*Fositive

. - [} ° ’ -
. . © - *Negative 4 )
: . ‘A - . -~
Posltlve; more one-to-one counsellng,

more posxtlve interactions w1th adults R

Bilingual tutors have counseled some
regular students along with the.tran91t10n
students with positive effects , . ~

Positive, regular class students benefit from
counseling

' Some negative effects

Do regular classroom.teachers repopt any changes in
their allocatlon of time for individual lnstructlon,
preparation of ‘'materials, in-sexvice education, etc.
since the 1ntegrat10n of transition students?

YES

?

NO
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"This~F0§§RAN iV p:ogtam executes anvedifiné Eﬁocedugg which determineé
, whpthe;‘a datafileTcontqihs an'eqﬁal'ﬁumber'of'records>(carés) p;r case. '" oo,
which are also 'in the:iltehd;d'sequentiai order. The progrém.requireﬁ
_véry liitlevbackg;ound in éomputér'proéramminé ;nd is designed primarily

ﬁr) - for the user of packaged statistical procedures. ’ _
* : ) ' ) . .ﬁ‘ ) ".f‘




Eortran v Program to Determine
the'Proper Sequence of Records in Datafile'

In the preparation of datafiles for,analysis, various types-ofv

errors arise which v1olate the, requirement of a sequentially ordered

file with an equal number of records (cards) per case. The purpose\of

»

this paper is to describe a program that is deSigned,to iaentify two

common difficulties: ~(a) the existence of+too>few or.too many records

> ' 4

\for a case and (b) the improper sequencing of cards. - "%his“program is .

g especlally useful for researchers who have relatively little background

in computer languages and who rely prlmarlly upon nackaged statistical
A

programs'such‘aS'SPSS (Nie, Hull, Jenkins, Stelnbrenner, & Bent, 1975)
and BMD (Dixon, 1973).
) ) Ingut‘Information ’

There is no limit on the number of records in the datafile of

interest"input source may be from card image, disk, or tape. Case and

card numbers may be 1ocated in any column of a record and tWo inclusive

- ranges of card numbers may be eearched such as 1-9 and 15-23.

The routine, which is written in FORTRAN 1V, requires these control

.d‘

-cards: -
. i. 'PARAMETER CARD: (mandatory) Format (2A4, Az, 12, 1X, 412, 1%))
' Col 1-9 uode ?ARAMETER
‘u°1 11-12 (mandatory) Identifies the input source. Any unit’
"‘number (right Justifded) from 1-99 except 6 and 7 is valid

Vo

(5 = card reader only).
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Col 14-15 (mandatory) Identifies the beginning card number\ef I

the ‘rSt sequenca*(right Justifted) , | ' \\\
CoL»17-18 (mandatory) Identlfies the ending card number of' ‘ \\\

first sequehce (right justified). - - ) \\ :
Col 20-21 (optional) Identlfles the beginnlng card number of - D\\

the second sequence (rlght justzfied)
Col 23-24 (optional) Identifies the endlng card number of
second'sequence'(right Just1f1ed).

2. FORMAT CARD: (mandatory) Format (2A3, 1824)

A
_Col 1-6 Code FORMAT , , .
Col 7-80 Code FpRTRAﬁ input format for case number and'card
) number. | ‘ B ~ )
The dataféards foilow'themﬁormat'card. If the input source is
disk-or tape,fineert'the proper FT statement corresponding to the unit )
~ coded on the PARAMETER card. ) " . | )
” | - Limitations
T The follow1ng 11m1tat10ns app1§ to the card order program:
1. Case IDs, which must be:numerical, may not exceed 9 characters
in 1ength.j. v -
| é. card numbers must-raﬁge betqeen 1-99 ) ? *
3. Case numbers are not searched for sequence, duplication, At i
inclusion in the datafile. _ ‘ ) ) _' L e - -
o 4 F

o h . - * OQutput

L

For each datafile, the- output specifies the’ card numbers of each

case Which violates the sequence and the range of card number values




-

given on the parameter card and gives the total number of cards for the

datafile of interest.

. Availability of Progfam

A llstlng and wrlte-up of the card order program along with sample
anput and: output can be- obtalned by wr;ting to Roland K. Yoshida,

Neuropsychiatrlc Instltute-Pacxflc State Research Group, ;O. Box 100-R,

Pomona, Ca11forn1a 91766

¥ - . B )

Low
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y Footnotes J
l'I'hi's report was funded in part by a U.S. Office of Education,
‘Bureau of the Handicapped Project OEG 0-73-5263. .The _opinions expressed ;
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. herein do not.necessarily refléct.the position or policy of the U.S. .
13 . RS ) ’ . e . - .
Office of Education, and no official endorsement by the U.S. Office of
. Education should .be inferred. ’
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